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ABSTRACT 
 
The purpose of this study was to expand the field of work-life literature through 
the introduction of triciprocal enrichment model that examines work-, family-, and 
community-related support antecedents and satisfaction variables.  The main objectives 
were to incorporate the concept of enrichment and the domain of community into the 
work-life research providing a more accurate portrayal of the myriad of ways that all 
three domains interact and affect one another.  
Data from 202 respondents were collected, including information on their level of 
community involvement, their level of enrichment within work, family, and community, 
their satisfaction on the job, with their family, and with their community, and the 
availability and usefulness of resources and support in their community, at work, and 
from their families.  A survey instrument was designed online using the nTreePoint® 
Web Forms software package. 
Although the proposed model was rejected, this study should promote further 
empirical investigations of enrichment and the relationships between work, family, and 
community.  The scale modified for this study to measure the enriching relationships 
between work, family, and community should be further tested and validated.  The results 
of this study revealed that antecedents from work-life conflict literature do not produce 
enrichment.  Therefore, research should be conducted to determine the specific factors 
that produce enrichment.  
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
 
In recent years, dramatic changes in the United States workforce demographics 
such as an increased number of women, dual-earner/career couples, the aging of the 
workforce, and single parents have resulted in a great deal of interest in the relationship 
between the work and non-work lives of employees.  More organizations are getting 
involved in employees’ personal lives (Zedeck & Mosier, 1990), and they are offering a 
variety of programs to assist workers with issues that have surfaced in the workplace and 
at home. 
While more organizations are recognizing the needs of employees, there is still a 
great deal to learn about the dynamics involved in the interaction and balance of work 
and family roles (Zedeck & Mosier, 1990).  Voydanoff (1988) suggested that a broader 
conceptualization of family-oriented programs would recognize changes in the family 
structure (increased number of dual-earner and single parents).  Associated with these 
changes in family structure is the concept of new role accumulation (Greenhaus & 
Powell, 2006).  Organizations need to consider how the addition of new roles and the 
demands that will come with them will affect employees.   
In 2001, Voydanoff addressed this concept of role accumulation by suggesting the 
addition of a new domain, community.  She called for researchers to consider nonwork 
elements such as leisure activities, hobbies, friendship, and community involvement 
when examining new role accumulation.  Based on previous research that examined the 
affects of multiple role adoption (Coverman, 1989; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; 
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McElwain, Korabik, & Rosin, 2005), this study will explore how additional roles from 
the third domain of community will affect work and family roles.  Support antecedents 
and satisfaction variables will be assessed to determine the possible linkages and 
triciprocal relationships between the three domains. 
This study will provide insight for practitioners in the development of programs 
and policies to help employees integrate their work, family, and community roles.  Since 
research on the impact of such programs and policies on employees’ level of satisfaction 
at work, in their family, and in their community is limited, the results from this study 
could possibly change the way human resource professionals and organizations add or 
continue family-friendly programs as part of their employee benefits package.   
 
Statement of the Problem 
A reciprocal relationship exists between work and family, and new research has 
broadened the scope of the conventional work-life literature through the introduction of a 
new domain, community.  Resources and demands that influence and possibly enrich the 
reciprocal relationship between work and family could carry over into the community, 
and membership and participation in the community may be related or influenced by 
work and family.  Much work is to be done to understand this new domain and how it 
will further this body of knowledge.  
 
Statement of the Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to explore the possibility of a triciprocal relationship 
between three domains: work, family, and community.  It is expected that resources 
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gained in one domain will transfer into another domain, enhancing the function of the 
role in that domain.  This study will examine the organizational availability and employee 
utilization of family-friendly programs, the support and resources from work, family, and 
community, job satisfaction, family satisfaction, community satisfaction, and the level of 
involvement in the community.   
  
Research Questions 
 This study examined the following research questions: 
1. What is the relationship between the resources/support from the community, 
work, and family domains and the enrichment variables? 
2. What is the relationship between involvement in the community and the 
enrichment variables? 
3. What is the relationship between the enrichment variables and the satisfaction 
variables? 
4. What is the relationship between the domains of community, work, and family? 
 
List of Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses will be included in this study:  
Hypothesis 1a: Community-related enrichment (community-work, community-
family, work-community, and family-community) will be positively related to the two 
community antecedents measuring involvement in the community.  
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Hypothesis 1b: Community-related enrichment (community-work, community-
family, work-community, and family-community) will be positively related to the 
community antecedents, availability and usefulness of community resources; 
Hypothesis 2a: Family-related enrichment (community-family, family-work, 
family-community, and work-family) will be positively related to the family antecedent, 
instrumental assistance; 
 Hypothesis 2b: Family-related enrichment (community-family, family-work, 
family-community, and work-family) will be positively related to the family antecedent, 
emotional sustenance; 
Hypothesis 3a: Work-related enrichment (community-work, family-work, work-
community, and work-family) will be positively related to the work antecedents, 
availability and usefulness of family-friendly benefits; 
Hypothesis 3b: Work-related enrichment (community-work, family-work, work-
community, and work-family) will be positively related to the work antecedent, employer 
support; 
Hypothesis 4a: Community-related enrichment (community-work, community-
family, work-community, and family-community) will be positively related to 
community satisfaction; 
Hypothesis 4b: Family-related enrichment (community-family, family-work, 
family-community, and work-family) will be positively related to family satisfaction; 
Hypothesis 4c: Work-related enrichment (community-work, family-work, work-
community, and work-family) will be positively related to job satisfaction; and 
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Hypothesis 5: There will be positive and reciprocal relationships between the 
work, community, and family domains. 
 
Rationale for the Research 
Within the work-life literature, the primary debates have included two domains:  
work and family.  Research has shown how work influences family (MacDermid & 
Williams, 1997; Menaghan & Parcel, 1995) and how family influences work (Friedman 
& Greenhaus, 2000; Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997).  Most of these discussions have 
focused on gender roles (Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Haar & O’Driscoll, 2005; 
McElwain, et al., 2005; Singh, Finn, & Goulet, 2004), flexible work schedules (Jacobs & 
Gerson, 1996; Kohn & Schooler, 1982; Lee & Duxbury, 1998), and the fairness of 
equality benefits for employees at all levels in the workplace (Grover & Crooker, 1995).  
While examining these relationships between work and family, most of the 
researchers have focused on the conflict between the two domains.  Greenhaus and 
Beutell (1985) suggested that participation in one role creates conflict in another role, 
thus creating conflict between the roles in three different ways.  The conflict could 
surface when time constraints occur between the roles (time-based), participation in one 
role makes it difficult to fulfill another role (strain-based), or the specific behaviors 
essential for one role are incompatible with another (behavior-based).  Earlier research 
from Marks (1977) defined conflict in his scarcity model.  He stated that individuals 
possess limited personal resources, such as time and energy. The more domains or roles 
they accumulate, the greater chance they will experience resource depletion, role 
overload, and inter-domain conflict.  He predicted that the more time an employed 
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individual spends in a non-work domain and the greater his or her personal involvement 
within that domain, the less committed he or she can be to the employing organization 
(Marks, 1977).   
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) recognized the need to shift the focus within the 
literature.  They proposed a new model, one of enrichment, in which “the extent to which 
experiences in one role improve the quality of life in the other role” (p. 72).  The field of 
positive psychology has been a primary leader in the concept of focusing on the positive, 
the strengths instead of the weaknesses.  Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi (2000) stated 
that “the aim of positive psychology is to begin to catalyze a change in the focus of 
psychology from preoccupation only with repairing the worst things in life to also 
building positive qualities” (p. 5).  Researchers have discovered there are human 
strengths that act as buffers again mistrust, depletion of resources, miscommunication, 
and failure to attain goals:  positive deviance (Bennett & Robinson, 2000), transcendence 
(Bateman & Porath, 2003), organizational virtuousness (Cameron, Dutton, & Quinn, 
2003), meaningfulness in and at work (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003), resiliency in 
organizations and communities (Adger, 2000), and optimism (Cameron, et al., 2003).  By 
adapting and using these virtues, organizations can learn how to foster and nurture what 
is best in all individuals and provide sources of strength for people to draw on, thus 
making the domains of work and family “allies” rather than “enemies” (Greenhaus & 
Powell, 2006).   
Integrating community into the work-life literature has the promise of producing 
new ways of thinking about work and family.  Voydanoff (2001) challenged future 
scholars to develop and test hypotheses that integrate community as a new domain in the 
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work-life analysis.  Greenhaus and Powell’s (2006) model also addressed the concept of a 
new domain.  They suggested that future scholars should examine new role accumulation.  
These roles outside of work and family “can enrich or be enriched by work and family 
roles” (p. 88).   
Like family and work, our local communities depend on our time and energy in 
order to function effectively, freely, and spontaneously. It is in the reciprocal context of 
its activities that our communal identity can be experienced and enjoyed. Yet if we lose 
that vital life-work integration, the many activities through which neighborhood and 
locality are expressed are marginalized, and we are the poorer for that neglect. Hobbies, 
interests and sporting pursuits derive much of their meaning through our interaction with 
others. If we fail to address the issues of work-life integration as a society then one of the 
first casualties will be the richness and diversity of community life. 
 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms will be defined for purposes of clarification of the study: 
1. Antecedent – a preceding occurrence, cause, circumstance, or event which 
produces an effect; 
2. Conflict – “a form of inter-role conflict in which the role pressures from the work 
and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect” (Greenhaus & 
Beutell, 1985, p. 77); 
3. Enrichment – “the extent to which experiences in one role improve the quality of 
life in the other role” (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006, p. 72);   
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4. Family – an intimate group of people, generally co-residents of the same 
household, may include spouse/partner, children, parents, siblings, and 
grandparents;  
5. Organizational commitment – the strength of an individual’s identification with a 
particular organization; 
6. Reciprocal – a mutual relationship between two items in which cause and 
influence are bi-directional; 
7. Role accumulation – participation in multiple roles; 
8. Satisfaction – a term used to describe how content an individual is; 
9. Spillover – theory that holds that the effects of each domain, both positive and 
negative effects, carry over to the other; 
10. Triciprocal – a mutual relationship between three items in which cause and 
influence are bi-directional; and 
11. Volunteer – to perform charitable or community work without payment. 
 
Assumptions 
The underlying assumptions for the study will be as follows: 
1. The respondents will respond to the questionnaires in adequate numbers to create 
a balanced study. 
2. The responses will not contain falsified information and will be as accurate and 
complete as possible. 
3. The design of the questionnaires will provide the data necessary to answer the 
specific questions accurately. 
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Limitations 
The following will be limitations of the study: 
1. The study will be limited to employees from a west-central section of Indiana and 
an east-central section of Illinois. 
2. A segment of the population sample will be human resource professionals who 
are all members of a professional chapter of the Society of Human Resource 
Management (SHRM). 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
 
Work-Life 
The work-life research field is often referred to as work and life or work and 
family to represent the dichotomy of these two domains within a person’s life.  Research 
studying the interconnections between work and family life emerged in the 1960s and 
1970s (Perry-Jenkins, Repetti, & Crouter, 2000).  This new field of research was 
influenced by the influx of women into the workforce, quickly leading to the realization 
that the traditional breadwinner-homemaker model no longer existed.  This model 
functioned under the assumption that workers would have someone they could rely on to 
cover household responsibilities.  Questions related to the impact of women’s 
employment on children and marriage led to the first studies in this field.   
Researchers have examined how demands and resources from one domain 
directly affected role performance and quality in the other domain (Greenhaus & 
Parasuraman, 1999; Haas, 1999; Voydanoff, 2002).  These studies lead to theories on 
work-life conflict, resource depletion, enrichment, resource generation, and positive or 
negative spillover (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).  A fairly new research focus has been on 
dual-earner couples and families.  Moen and Yu (2000) examined strategies couples use 
to manage their work-life pressures.  In their study, Klute, Crouter, Sayer, and McHale 
(2002) focused on the relationship between work attitude, marital roles, and division of 
household labor.  Lee and Duxbury (1998) studied gender, support from partners, flexible 
work arrangements, supportive supervisors, and balancing the competing demands of 
work and family.   
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While it is often necessary for people to juggle multiple roles, it is common for 
them to be stretched thinly among the various responsibilities in life.  Voydanoff (2005b) 
documented that demands and resources associated with participation in the work or 
family domain directly affect role quality and performance in the other.  The extent to 
which they influence depends on the extent to which they can drain or generate resources.  
Two types of demands and resources exist:  within-domain and boundary-spanning.  
Within-domain includes characteristics from one domain that influence performance in 
another domain.  Time-based community demands hinder performance through a process 
of resource drain.  Therefore, time spent in community activities and giving informal help 
may have negative effects on other domains.    Boundary-spanning domains and 
resources are inherently part of two domains.  While boundary-spanning may originate in 
one domain, they serve as demands and resources in both domains (Voydanoff, 2005b).  
Community-based services provide support to working families, enabling them to 
maintain their work schedules while meeting their family responsibilities.  They can 
include child care, after school programs, and transportation services.  Resources are 
structural or psychological assets that are used to facilitate performance, reduce demands, 
and possibly generate additional resources (Voydanoff, 2004c). 
Work-life literature often includes the concept of balance.  A basic definition of 
balance used in the work-life literature encompasses emotional, physical, spiritual, and 
developmental components (Haddock, Zimmerman, Ziemba, & Current, 2001).  
However, researchers have struggled with the concept because it implies one can find 
equal distribution of work and life.  Instead, the word integration is more appropriate.  
Work should not be separated from life, and it should be recognized as a meaningful and 
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essential part of life (Rapoport, Bailyn, Fletcher, & Pruitt, 2002).  Therefore, work-life 
should be approached as an integrated perspective. 
To date, much of the early research has focused on either work’s influence on 
family or family’s influence on work, but not both.  Research has supported the idea that 
the relationship between work and family is bidirectional or reciprocal.   
 
Theoretical Framework 
Research on the relationship between the work and family domains has evolved 
over time from the concept of being unrated to the concept of being integrated.  Various 
authors have used differing terminology to describe the same construct.   Edwards and 
Rothbard (2000) studied the previous literature on linkages between work and family and 
compiled the following list of theories to explain how work and family are related:  
compensation, congruence, conflict, resource drain, segmentation, and spillover.  A new 
theory, enrichment, has recently emerged, thus it has been added to this section. 
 
Compensation 
 The compensation theory posits that an individual may compensate for a lack of 
satisfaction or deficiencies in one domain by trying to find more satisfaction or reward in 
the other (Lambert, 1990; Tenbrunsel, Brett, Moaz, Stroh, & Reilly 1995).  The more 
valuable the reward is to the individual, the more likely he/she is to engage in the activity 
(Homans, 1976).   
The result of trying to find more satisfaction in one domain often leads to a higher 
level of involvement, thus explaining why some individuals who are engaged in 
unsatisfying work often become more involved in non-work activities such as community 
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activities or events with their families (Piotrkowski, 1979).  This model could also 
explain why some individuals become more involved with work when they experience 
problems in their family life.   
Edwards and Rothbard (2000) described two types of compensation:  
supplemental and reactive.  Supplemental compensation occurs when rewards in one 
domain are insufficient and cause dissatisfaction, invoking the individual to seek rewards 
in the other domain.  Reactive compensation occurs when undesirable experiences in one 
domain become excessive and cause dissatisfaction, causing the individual to seek 
satisfying experiences in the other domain. 
 
Congruence 
 In congruence, the two domains (work and family) are positively correlated 
because a third variable, like personality for example, affects both in similar ways 
(Heller, Judge, & Watson, 2002; Morf, 1989).  Wayne, Musisca, and Fleeson (2004) 
tested this theory in their study on the relationship between personality traits and work 
and family roles.  The distinction between spillover and congruence is illustrated by the 
presence of a third variable affecting both domains instead of one domain affecting the 
other (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992).   
 
Conflict 
A primary topic of investigation in work-life research has been role conflict.  It 
has been defined as “a form of inter-role conflict in which the role pressures from the 
work and family domains are mutually incompatible in some respect” whereby 
participation in one role is made more difficult by virtue of participation in the other 
(Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985, p. 77).  The inter-role conflict arises when any one of three 
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of conditions exists:  time constraints occur between roles (time-based), participation in 
one role makes fulfilling another role more difficult (strain-based), or the specific 
behaviors required for one role are incompatible with another (behavior-based).   
Many theories have emerged in the research of work-life conflict.  Some have 
considered the forms of conflict (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985).  Others have focused on 
the processes that link work and family (Frone et al., 1997; Lambert, 1991).  Lobel’s 
(1991) research focused on the explanation for differences in conflict between genders.  
Research has shown women spend more time on family responsibilities (Galinsky, 1989), 
experience more role conflict (Wiersma, 1990), and work-family conflict (Glass & 
Camarigg, 1992) than men.  However, Presser (1994) found that the less husbands’ and 
wives’ schedules overlap, the more husbands are involved in family responsibilities.  
Greenhaus and Beutell (1985) found that employed parents are more likely to experience 
work-family conflict.  With a higher level of conflict, they would also more be likely to 
desire and need family-friendly benefits to reduce the conflict. 
Frone et al. (1992) suggested that people become engaged in roles in response to 
role demands and, as a result, the role engagement leads to increased stress and strain.  
This argument assumes that the multiple demands of work and family are detrimental to 
the individual and that role participation invokes stress, resulting in emotional strain 
(Coverman, 1989; Tenbrunsel, et al., 1995). 
Gutek, Searle, and Klepa (1991) described the basis for conflict as the rational 
view.  The rational view holds that the amount of conflict that an individual experiences 
rises in proportion to the amount of time spent in both work and family domains.  This 
view predicts that as adults increase the amount of time spent in work relative to family, 
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they will experience more work interference with family.  Accordingly, an increase of 
hours spent in family activities will increase interference with work.   
 
Resource Drain 
 The resource drain theory assumes that people have finite psychological and 
physiological resources to allocate between the work and family domains.  Scarcity 
theory suggests that one has only a certain amount of energy and time to expend, thereby 
making time and energy scarce resources (Goode, 1960).  The more roles one has, the 
less one can optimally perform the functions for each role.  Thus, competing demands 
from both domains make it difficult to meet the demands and acquire the rewards 
associated with these demands (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). 
 
Segmentation 
 Based on the boundary theory in which individuals erect barriers around roles 
such as work and family, segmentation refers to the separation of those roles (Ashforth, 
Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000).  In segmentation, work and family life are independent and do 
not affect one another.  Some employees may desire segmentation because it allows them 
to preserve and develop their roles more fully.  Keeping the roles separate may render 
employees less susceptible to stress, depression, and the spillover of negative affects from 
one domain to the other (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000).  More importantly, segmentation 
allows them to focus on the more salient role (Ashforth, et al., 2000). 
 This view was influenced by the traditional two-parent family where the presence 
of an at-home spouse to tend to family matters allowed the employed spouse to focus on 
work only (Lambert, 1990).  However, today’s changing families do not always consist 
of two parents, or if they do, one rarely stays home.   
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Spillover 
Individuals transfer the attitudes, behaviors, emotions, and skills established at 
work to the family environment (Crouter, 1984; Kelly & Voyandoff, 1985).  Family 
responsibilities encroach on worker’s attitudes, capabilities, or energies, making it more 
difficult for them to meet job obligations (Crouter, 1984; Frone, et al., 1992).  This is the 
basis for the spillover theory.  It postulates individuals integrate and overlap work and 
family responsibilities (Bromet, Dew, & Parkinson, 1990; Hill, Ferris, & Martinson, 
2003).  Keene and Reynolds (2005) defined spillover as the reciprocal tension between 
the roles and obligations.   
Lambert (1990) classified spillover as either direct or indirect.  Direct spillover 
occurs when conditions in one domain have a direct impact on the other regardless of 
how the individual subjectively experiences the conditions.  A direct family-work 
spillover would be a parent that misses work to care for a sick child or elderly parent.  
Indirect spillover occurs when a person’s subjective reactions to objective conditions in 
one domain affect the other (Lambert, 1990).  An indirect work-family spillover would 
be a parent who is preoccupied with work while attending a play at his/her child’s school. 
Traditionally, researchers have assumed that work negatively impacts the family 
(i.e. negative spillover between domains). However, further research has shown the 
effects of each domain can be both positive and negative.   Friedman (1990) indicated 
that spillover between work and family can be different for high verses low job levels.  
At high job levels, the spillover appears to be from work to family (Frone, et al., 1992).  
However, at lower levels, the spillover is from family to work.  These individuals are less 
likely to be in control over their work hours and are less likely to be able to purchase 
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adequate child or elder care than higher level employees.  Roehling, Jarvis, and Swope 
(2005) studied the effects of spillover on individuals with children and how differences in 
gender were affected.  They focused on negative spillover “which occurs when strains 
and conflicts in one domain negatively affect one’s mood and behavior in the other 
domain” (p. 841).  They found that employees with children reported higher levels of 
negative work-family spillover than those without children.  They also found that women 
reported higher levels of negative work-family spillover than men.  This was especially 
true for women from more traditional cultural backgrounds (Roehling, et al., 2005). 
 
Enrichment 
While conflict research has focused on the depleting aspects of role engagement, 
research on role accumulation suggests that role engagement may bring resources and 
pleasurable experiences to the role rather then strain (Marks, 1977; Sieber, 1974).  Thus, 
role engagement may provide enriching experiences such as role privileges, gratification, 
self-esteem, and a positive emotional response for those who engage in a role.  Greenhaus 
and Powell (2006) defined enrichment as “the extent to which experiences in one role 
improve the quality of life in the other role” (p. 72).  They suggested that individuals who 
participate in – and are satisfied with – work and family roles experience greater well-
being than those who participate in only one of the roles or who are dissatisfied with one 
or more of their roles. 
To add to this concept, Marks (1977), in the expansion model, theorized that 
resources are abundant and expandable – even when considerable resources are dedicated 
to one domain, other domains need not be deprived of resources.  He predicted that 
“some roles may be performed without any new energy loss; they may even create energy 
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for use in that role or other role performances” (p. 926).  This model assumes that the 
benefits of multiple roles outweigh the costs associated with them, leading to net 
gratification rather than strain.  Kingston and Nock’s (1992) research on employed wives 
found greater involvement in a third role, in their community.  This suggests that 
engagement in one role may provide benefits to individuals, such as social contacts and 
self-esteem, which enhance their functioning in another role. 
Greenhaus and Powell (2006) urged researchers to expand the field of work-life 
by investigating this concept of enrichment.  They have proposed a new model to be 
tested by further study that includes two path concepts:  instrumental and affective.  In 
the instrumental path, “a resource generated in one role can be transferred to another role, 
thereby enhancing performance in the second role” (p. 80).  In the affective path, “a 
resource generated in one role can promote positive affect within that role and also 
produces high performance and affect in another role” (p. 80). 
Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, and Grzywacz (2006) responded to Greenhaus and 
Powell’s (2006) challenge by designing and validating a work-family enrichment scale to 
measure enrichment from each direction (work to family and family to work).  In doing 
so, they identified six dimensions of enrichment.  Three dimensions (development, affect, 
and capital) indicate enrichment from work to family.  The other three dimensions 
(development, affect, and efficiency) indicate enrichment from family to work.  Their 
work is unique in that it “measures the complexity of the enrichment construct by 
including the concepts of resource gains and enhanced functioning in each item” (p. 160).  
No previously developed measures assessed both of these.  Some measured the 
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acquisition of resources, and others examined the spillover from one domain to another.  
Many only measured the relationship between the domains in one direction, but not both.  
 
Family-Friendly Programs and Benefits 
Organizational efforts to balance the work and family lives of its employees are a 
fairly new phenomenon that can be traced to how the nature of work has shifted 
throughout human history (Wallen, 2002). As the workforce has moved from the pre-
industrial societies of farm communities where work and life were highly integrated, 
through the industrial revolution which marks the first shift in the integrated relationship 
between work and family, to the Great Depression and World Wars I and II which 
brought even greater complexity in the work/life domain due to the entrance of women 
into the industrial workforce, employers began to recognize the need to implement 
strategic initiatives that would assist employees integrate their work and family situation 
(Crowder, Hillsman, Balfour, & Morris, 2005).  
While extensive research has examined the causes and consequences of work-
family conflict, very few studies have identified ways to reduce it.  One response from 
organizations has been to implement family-friendly programs and benefits.  The purpose 
of most family-friendly programs and benefits is to decrease the work and family 
conflicts among employed parents (Glass & Fujimoto, 1995) while at the same time, 
decreasing absenteeism and improve productivity (Frone & Yardley, 1996; Holt, 1991; 
Schachner, 1990).  Thompson, Beauvais, and Lyness’s (1999) study found that 
employees who utilize family-friendly benefits reported experiencing significantly less 
stress in meeting the competing demands of work and family. 
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Increased knowledge and awareness about family-friendly programs and changing 
needs of families and workers has caused a shift in the paradigm for many organizations.  
Zedeck and Mosiert (1990) classified family-friendly benefits into two primary 
categories:  time-based benefits which include flexible schedules, telecommuting, 
compressed work weeks, and optional leaves of absence; and resource-based benefits 
which include child care assistance, health benefits, and counseling.  Wallen (2002) 
recognized the “different needs” and “demands on workers” (p. 35) at five different life-
cycle stages of an employee: the new worker/single worker, the married or partnered 
worker, the worker with young children, the worker in midlife, and the older worker.  She 
categorized the benefits according to how salient they are at each stage.  In the first stage, 
the new worker/single worker is interested in benefits such as financial assistance through 
insurance programs and retirement, time off from work through vacations, holidays, and 
leaves of absence, and programs, policies, and services on employee assistance, personal 
development, workplace violence, and programs in the community.  At life cycle two, 
individuals generally add a spouse/partner.  With this new addition, the interest in 
benefits and programs changes to include benefits for the spouse/partner (opposite-sex or 
same-sex) such as medical coverage and job search assistance, marriage leave, divorce 
counseling, and domestic violence education.  Stage three, the worker with young 
children, adds yet another dependent to the family.  Employees are now interested in 
insurance coverage for children, child care programs and services, and flexible work 
schedules.  The worker in midlife faces new challenges at home.  They need information 
on long-term insurance, elder care resources and services, time off to care for elderly 
parents, and tuition costs of college for children.  The number of older workers is 
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expected to increase dramatically over the next few years, so understanding the last life 
cycle, the older worker, is of great importance.  These workers are interested in Social 
Security and retirement issues, Medicare and Medicaid, chronic illness, bereavement, and 
grandparenting issues.  Wallen (2002) acknowledges the generalization of each life cycle, 
but she emphasizes the need to develop a framework for categorizing the needs of 
employees. 
 
Flexible Work 
A number of studies have examined flexible work programs (Friedman & 
Galinsky, 1992; Gundersen, Rozell, & Kellogg, 1995; Madsen, 2003; Schwartz, 1992).  
Specifically, Thomas and Ganster (1995) and Shinn, Wong, Simko, and Ortiz-Torres 
(1989) studied how flexible work schedules and supervisor support were useful in 
reducing work-family conflict. 
One of the most common flexible work adjustments offered by organizations is 
flextime.  With flextime, workers are on the job during certain core hours of the day but 
can adjust their starting and ending times.  Another type of adjustment is the compressed 
work week in which employees work longer each day but for fewer days of the week.  
Compressed work schedules provide the advantage of extended weekend time for non-
work activities.   
The Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) (1992) reported that 88% 
of the organizations in their study offered some type of alternative work schedules.  A 
new study from SHRM (2005) reported that 40% of the organizations offered some form 
of telecommuting, 33% offered compressed work-weeks, and 25% offered job sharing.  
Alternative work schedules were introduced to federal government employees through 
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the Federal Employee Flexible and Compressed Work Schedules Act of 1978.  Since 
1982, the federal government has expanded the types of alternative work schedules 
available, including job sharing and telecommuting (U.S. Office of Personnel 
Management, 1992). 
Workers, with the advances in technology, can do some of the work at home.  
Telecommuting enables a parent caring for a child to have the option of working from 
home.  Telecommuting allows a valued employee the option of taking a new job without 
physically relocating (Gordon & Kelly, 1986).  Hill, Hawkins, and Miller (1996) found 
that telecommuters who were parents of small children reported improved relationships 
with their children.  Madsen’s (2003) study revealed that teleworkers had lower levels of 
work-family conflict. 
Individuals who have control over their work hours such as those with flexible 
work schedules are the most likely to be involved in the community as volunteers 
(Freeman, 1997; Thompson, 1993).  For this reason, this study will compare the 
availability and use of flexible work programs to involvement in the community. 
 
Elder Care 
Levin (1991) reported on the stress associated with elder care.  Organizations can 
assist workers by offering on-site training or information sessions on elder care and by 
offering long-term care insurance to help cover the cost of adult day care or in-home 
health services. 
With life expectancy increasing, primary care for an elderly family member may 
become a way of life for many American workers.  Brown (2005) estimated that by 2010, 
approximately 50 percent of the workforce will be assuming the role of caregiver for an 
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aging parent or ailing spouse.  With individuals simultaneously engaged in the roles of 
employee, parent, and caregiver, organizations should be hurrying to extend their family-
friendly programs to include services for their elder care-giving employees.  
Organizations need to create awareness about specific programs and services, facilitate 
caregivers’ access to referral services such as counseling and geriatric case managers to 
guide the employees through the mysteries of Medicaid and Medicare. 
The employers’ success or failure in procuring satisfactory elder care 
arrangements could have a dramatic impact on employees.   While caring for a family 
member, these employees may face emotional issues as the failing health of the elderly 
parent, financial and legal concerns, day-to-day assistance and care (in-home or assisted 
living facility), and spending time on the phone or in person (Barling, MacEwen, 
Kelloway, & Higginbottom, 1994; Gerber, 2005).  The response and recognition of these, 
or lack thereof, could affect an employee’s their job performance or satisfaction.  Based 
on the research to date, the most apparent impact of elder care responsibilities on 
organizations is absenteeism (Barling, et al., 1994; Scharlach, Lowe, & Schneider, 1991). 
At a time of cutbacks due to expensive health insurance premiums, the most 
commonly offered benefits are those that cost a company little or nothing, like referral 
services and unpaid leaves.  Organizations that have addressed elder care concerns have 
typically done so by offering consultation and referral services to assist employees with 
eldercare arrangements (Galinsky, Friedman, & Hernandez, 1991; Jenner, 1994). 
 
Employee Assistance Programs 
Masi (1992) reported that approximately 20% of the workforce was affected by 
personal problems that affected their work performance.  An Employee Assistance 
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Program (EAP) is suited to assist employees with these problems.  In the past 2 decades, 
the number of Employee Assistance Programs has increased dramatically and has 
expanded beyond its origins of identifying employees with alcohol- or drug-abuse 
problems to include referrals, short-term therapy, and programs on overall health 
(Caldwell, 1994; Cohen, 1991).  Hiatt, Hargrave, and Palmetree (1999) reported that they 
measured outcomes from the Employee Assistance Program (EAP) services by gathering 
information regarding productivity level or performance and absenteeism from a 
supervisor’s rating of the employee before and after that employee participated in the 
Employee Assistance Program.   
 
Child Care 
Concern over child care has increased as the number of women in the workforce 
has increased.  A significant amount of information has been published since the mid-
1970s regarding the value and impact of child care services.  In a national survey 
conducted by the Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) (1992), 9 out of 10 
organizations reported child care issues as the major source of workplace problems.  The 
latest benefits survey from SHRM indicated that almost 75% of single-parents in single-
parent families are employed, and about 60% of two-parent families have both parents 
employed. 
Friedman (1990) noted that one of the first on-site day care centers was 
established by a manufacturer of soldiers’ clothing during the Civil War.  Women were 
needed in the war effort, and provisions had to be made for the children while they 
worked.  During the 1960’s, Stride Rite Corporation in Roxbury, Massachusetts opened a 
center to ease some of the racial tension in the community (Friedman, 1990).  The 
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Reagan administration sponsored thirty-three breakfasts for CEO’s to educate them about 
child care issues.   
Several studies have reported that providing child care services can have a 
positive effect on job satisfaction and productivity and helps reduce absenteeism and 
turnover (Dawson, Miket, Lorenz, & King, 1984;  Ransom, Aschbacher, & Burud, 1989; 
Sher & Fried, 1994; Youngblood & Chambers-Cook, 1984).  One way many employers 
assist employees with child care responsibilities is by offering them a child care spending 
account.  This type of plan was implemented through a federal tax act and allows 
employees to deduct up to $5,000 (pre-taxed) annually for child care expenses (Zigler & 
Lang, 1991).  
 
Utililization of Family-Friendly Programs and Benefits 
Today’s workers are faced with a constant struggle to remain productive at work 
while juggling family and community responsibilities.  Corporations have begun to 
realize that their ability to recruit and retain a productive workforce depends, in a large 
part, on their attention to these family and community needs.  Despite all of the research 
that suggests family-friendly programs and benefits can reduce the stress associated with 
balancing multiple roles (Thomas & Ganster, 1995), there is also evidence that many 
employees are not taking advantage of these benefits.  
After reviewing research on workplace family policy, Starrels (1992) concluded 
that “corporate culture may either advance or thwart development and effectiveness of 
work–family programs” (p. 261). For example, even where formal work–family policies 
and programs are in place, managers may subvert them by refusing to allow their 
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employees to participate or by applying the policies unevenly.  Supervisors may not 
support subordinates' use of available policies, even those that are company sanctioned or 
legally mandated (Kofodimos, 1995).  Anecdotal evidence suggests that many employees 
are reluctant to participate in work–family programs, such as flexible work schedules, 
because they fear their careers will suffer (Hammonds, 1997).  By not fostering a more 
supportive environment for employees, organizations are contributing to tensions in 
employees’ personal lives, the repercussions of which affect employees’ ability to 
concentrate and be productive and creative on the job. 
 
Organizational Commitment and Job Satisfaction 
Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) defined organizational commitment as an 
attitudinal variable that concerns employees’ attachment to their jobs.  Meyer and Allen 
(1997) looked at organizational commitment as a shared relationship between the 
employee and the employer. Research has identified a variety of factors that contribute to 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction:  perceived autonomy (Arches, 1991); an 
understanding supervisor (Cangemi & Guttschalk, 1986) ; and job challenge and role 
clarity (Daley, 1986).   
Workplace supports may assist employees in successfully integrating the roles 
they occupy, and the availability of supports has been positively related to organizational 
outcomes such as job satisfaction.  Neal, Chapman, Ingersoll-Dayton, and Emlen (1993) 
examined work-place supports and identified three general types: policies, benefits, and 
services.  Policies provide guidelines for dealing with work and family demands.  
Benefits are forms of compensation, such as insurance or bonuses.  Services are specific 
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programs that are provided directly by or through the employer that address an 
employee’s specific need such as child care.  In addition, perceived supportive work-
family culture is a component of perceived organizational support, which has been 
related to organizational commitment (Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990) 
and job satisfaction (Shore & Tetrick, 1991). 
Links between organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and the use of family-
friendly programs have also been made.  Youngblood and Chambers-Cook (1984) 
focused their research on the use of employer-supported child care.  Vanderkolk and 
Young (1991) found a link between flextime and job satisfaction.  The use of family-
friendly programs has also been linked to a reduction in employee stress (Hand & 
Zawacki, 1994). Further research that specifically examines the utilization of family-
friendly programs and the effect that utilization has on an individual’s stress level will 
provide crucial information on the relationship between an employee’s attempt to balance 
work and family responsibilities and the stress associated with this balancing act. 
Lambert (1991) found that when workers believed the available work-family 
benefits were useful, they viewed their organization as being supportive.  Grover and 
Crooker (1995) found that employees with access to more family-friendly practices 
showed a greater commitment to their organization and a lower intention of leaving.  
Their study supported the concept that an organization can illustrate concern for 
employees by implementing family-friendly programs and thus creating a more satisfied 
employee.   
Steffy and Jones (1988) found high commitment to the outside community was 
associated with high organizational commitment.  Thornbury (2003) stated an 
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organization has to establish a culture with common values that will guide the behavior of 
employees.  An organization should be dedicated to improving both the workplace and 
the community in which it is located.  It should support the community by providing its 
employees with a great place to work.  Many organizations may have formally adopted 
programs that publicly indicate support of family roles, yet do little to support them in the 
work culture (Kofodimos, 1995).   
 
Community as a Domain 
Research has begun to include a third domain, community, in the study of work 
and family (Bowen, Richman, & Bowen, 2000; Sweet, Swisher, & Moen, 2005; 
Voydanoff, 2001). A small amount of research has assessed the relationships between 
family and community (Sucoff & Upchurch, 1998; Taylor, 1996; Uhlendorff, 2000). To 
explore the relationship between work and community, Kirchmeyer (1995) assessed the 
impact of nonwork roles on work, and Poarch (1998) examined overlapping boundaries 
between work and community domains through the development of friendships at work 
rather than in the neighborhood.  Voydanoff’s (2004a) work indicated evidence of a 
possible reciprocal relationship as well.  The results are complex and reflect only the 
beginnings of this research.  
Sorcinelli and Near (1989) reported that community satisfaction was a strong 
predictor of work attitudes.  This confirms that spillover from non-work to work can be 
positive in nature – non-work participation can “support, facilitiate, and enhance work 
life” (Crouter, 1984, p. 430).  By participating in a non-work domain, the employee could 
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increase the number of privileges which he or she can enjoy beyond work-related ones 
and gain contacts and information valuable for work (Crouter, 1984).   
In an effort to begin to bridge the gap between these three domains, this study will 
investigate the relationship between employees’ work and non-work characteristics by 
assessing employees’ access to and utilization of employer-sponsored family-friendly 
benefits and programs, their involvement in the community, support from their family, 
support from their employer, and their access to and utilization of community resources.  
 
Defining Community 
Before integrating community into the work-life analysis, it is necessary to 
discuss a definition of community.  Obst and White (2004) defined community as a 
geographic bounded space such as homes, stores, restaurants, dry cleaners, parks, and 
schools.  Community has been identified as a place to live and work.  It could refer to a 
collection of houses, industries, streets, and places to shop, eat, and practice faith or the 
area within which most of the basic human needs (work, place of worship, place of 
purchasing goods, schools, etc.) are satisfied (Nelson, Ramsey, & Verner, 1960).  
Voydanoff (2005b) suggested most definitions of community are too broad.  She 
recommended breaking down community into components that look at community as 
either geographical or relational.  She referred to social network as one of these 
components.  It starts with a network of members and the ties that connect the members 
to one another (Voydanoff, 2001).  This definition is more of a relational tie than 
territorial-based. 
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Mattessich and Monsey (1997) focused on the importance of communities as 
resources that contribute to the health, safety, and well being of the children, youth, and 
families.  They define it as people who live within a geographic area and have social and 
psychological ties with each other and to the geographic area.  The social ties include 
interactions based on kinship, friendship, and familiarity with other people within a 
geographic area, as well as joint participation in community-wide activities. 
Psychological ties include feelings of attachment, identity, and a sense of belonging to a 
place, as well as a sense of commitment, respect, obligation, and camaraderie with fellow 
occupants of that place. 
Mattessich and Monsey’s (1997) definition does not limit the concept of 
community to a geographical area; rather, it focuses on the individual. The decision to be 
a part of a community is: (a) actively and consciously considered, (b) based on 
assessment of him or herself and others--both in and outside of the community--regarding 
needs, wants, abilities and willingness to accept and move beyond, and (c) an agreement 
to work in partnership with the others to strive for outcomes that will be beneficial for the 
group as a whole, though not necessarily for the individual--suggesting that membership 
to the community may result in personal sacrifice (Mattessich & Monsey, 1997). 
 Community can also be defined as a family.  The U.S. Bureau of the Census 
(1998) defines family as a group of two or more people (one of whom is the householder) 
related by birth, marriage, or adoption and residing together.  Voydanoff (2004a) referred 
to family as the number and marital status of adults and the number and ages of children 
in a household. However, this can be extended to include former spouses, parents of 
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grown adults, grown children who no longer live in the household, extended members 
(care for dependents). 
 Corporations are also communities, bound together by shared interests, common 
goals, and by mutual respect, affection, and concern as well (Marchese, Bassham, & 
Ryan, 2002).  Higgins and McAllaster (2004) suggested that cultural artifacts are those 
“sets of attributes that help definitively characterize one organization from another” (p. 
64).  Artifacts can include language systems, rituals, and physical attributes such as use 
of interior and exterior space and equipment, and defining values.   
 
Community Development and Resources 
Community development is asset creation that improves the quality of life for 
residents (Ferguson & Dickens, 1999).  Assets may include physical, political, social, or 
cultural resources.  They can be individual or collective.   Kretzmann and McKnight 
(1993) stated that asset mapping documents the abilities, capabilities, and capacities, 
including those of individuals, within a community. This approach to identifying 
community assets leads toward the development of policies, programs, and plans based 
on a community's strengths.  The process helps communities identify hidden strengths, 
skills, and under-utilized resources.  The collective talents and skills of each individual 
help communities leverage identified resources to solve local problems, strengthen 
relationships, and enhance the utilization of human capital.  Local citizens become 
committed to investing in themselves and their resources, and they develop new ways of 
utilizing their corporate strengths for the good of the community. 
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An asset map is the logistics table for a community improvement plan.  It not only 
tells the community what resources are currently available, but also when set against the 
community’s plan, which resources need to be developed.  Parks and Straker (1996) 
stated that this allows communities to collaborate effectively in identifying the problems 
and needs of the community, achieve a working consensus on goals and priorities, agree 
on ways and means to implement the agreed-upon goals, and collaborate effectively on 
the agreed-upon goal.  As resources and skills are identified, new partnerships and 
alliances are forged. 
 
Community Involvement and Volunteering 
Volunteering has been defined as performing charitable or community work 
without payment.  The definition can include two types of volunteering:  formal and 
informal.  Formal involvement is provided through an organization and is undertaken on 
behalf of a collective good, such as cleaning litter from public spaces (Wilson & Musick, 
1997).  Informal involvement is help given to family or neighbors, such as running 
errands (Cnaan & Amrofell, 1994; Wilson & Musick; 1997).  Civic engagement activities 
are oriented toward collective action, care, concern, and development of others, as well as 
societal decision making and resource allocation (Christiano, 1996).  McBride (2003) 
breaks activities into two areas:  social and political.  Social can involve being a member 
of an organization or volunteering time and resources to an individual or group.  Informal 
help for neighbors is also considered social engagement (Bolland & McCallum, 2002).  
Political refers to activities that influence legislative processes and public decisions, such 
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as voting, membership or activism in political group, or serving on a jury (McBride, 
2003). 
The motivation to volunteer has long intrigued theorists and researchers.  Ajzen’s 
(1988) theory on volunteerism includes three independent determinants:  person’s 
attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control.  The first determinant is 
conceptualized as the overall evaluation, either positive or negative, of performing the 
behavior.  The second determinant reflects perceived social pressure to perform or not 
perform the behavior.  The last determinant reflects the extent to which the person 
perceives the behavior to be under volitional control.  He argued that perceived 
behavioral control has a direct effect on intentions and behavior (Ajzen, 1991).   
In the area of motivational theory, Vroom’s (1964) expectancy theory suggested 
that a cognitive process unique to the individual was at the root of motivation to engage 
in work roles of various sorts.  According to Vroom (1964), a person will choose to 
engage in certain behaviors based on some expectation regarding outcomes of that 
behavior and the person’s attitude toward the desirability of potential and probable 
outcomes. 
Similarly, functionalist theory as described by Clary, Snyder, and Ridge (1992), 
suggested that people maintain their behaviors if the behaviors fulfill one or more 
individualistic needs.  Recognizing the need to better understand the motivation of 
volunteers, they constructed the Volunteers Function Inventory (VFI) to provide a 
reliable and valid inventory that could be used to measure volunteer motives. They 
concluded there were six distinct measurable motives for volunteerism:  values, 
understanding, social, career, protective, and enhancement.   The first motive, values, 
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suggested people volunteer to express or act on important values.  The second motive, 
understanding, suggested people volunteer to learn more about the world and/or exercise 
skills that are often unused.  In the social motive, people volunteer to strengthen social 
relationships.  Through the career motive, people volunteer to gain career-related 
experience.  In the protective motive, people volunteer to reduce negative feelings such 
as guilt or to address personal problems.  The last motive, enhancement, suggested people 
volunteer to grow and develop psychologically.  Clary, Snyder, and Stukas (1996) also 
researched whether volunteers in specific activity areas have similar motivations for 
volunteering.  They considered whether “unique combinations of motivations are 
associated with involvement in specific areas of volunteer activities” (p. 12).  They found 
that functions of motivation were associated with the type of volunteer activity. 
Researchers have not found one factor that can be considered the most 
constraining factor to volunteering.  Rossi (2001) found the number of hours employed to 
be a constraining factor of volunteering.  High salary earners may be less likely to 
volunteer due to high demand on their job. However, when they do volunteer, they are 
more productive in some volunteer activities based on their education and skills 
(Freeman, 1997; Wuthnow, 1998).   
Although men are sharing more responsibilities at home, women still carry the 
weight of domestic work and family care.  Families with young children at home are less 
likely to volunteer because their care requires more time (Taniguchi, 2006).  However, as 
children grow older, families are become more involved in school or team activities.  
Hoyert and Seltzer (1992) also found that the level of participation in community 
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organizations and volunteering was negative correlated to long-term elder care 
responsibilities.  
 
Summary 
In summary, this study is exploratory in nature, examining the possibility of a 
triciprocal relationship between three domains: work, family, and community.  It is 
expected that resources and demands that influence and possibly enrich the reciprocal 
relationship between work and family could carry over into the community, and 
membership and participation in the community may be related or influenced by work 
and family.  This study will examine the support and resources from work, family, and 
community, job satisfaction, family satisfaction, community satisfaction, and the level of 
involvement in the community. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Subjects 
Data were gathered from employees at three organizations:  an investment bank, a 
manufacturing plant, and a school corporation.  An assortment of human resource 
professionals who were reached through a professional human resources organization 
asked to participate in the study after the researcher gave a presentation at a monthly 
meeting of the organization.  The total population was three hundred and sixty-three 
people (N=363), and two hundred and two (n=202) responded to the survey, for a 
response rate of 55 percent. 
The demographic characteristics of the sample were as follows:  72 percent were 
female, 70 percent were married, 71 percent were parents, 91 percent were Caucasian, 
and 82 percent had at least a 4-year college degree.  The average age of respondents was 
44 years.  The average hours worked per week was 47.5 hours per week with 96 percent 
of the sample reporting they were employed full-time.  Approximately 67 percent of the 
respondents have lived in their communities for more than five years, and they reported 
being involved in their community an average of 4.5 hours per week..   
 
Instrumentation 
An instrument designed to assess the respondents’ level of community 
involvement, their level of enrichment within work, family, and community, their 
satisfaction on the job, with their family, and with their community, and the availability 
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and usefulness of resources and support in their community, at work, and from their 
families was developed.   
 
National Survey of Families and Households 
Survey questions on demographic variables, community resources, and 
community involvement came from the 2001-03 National Survey of Families and 
Households (NSFH).    The National Survey of Families and Households included a 
national sample of 13,007 individuals, including a main cross-section of 9,637 American 
households.  The survey was conducted in three waves of data collection between the 
years 1987 and 2002.  One adult per household was randomly selected as the primary 
respondent. Several portions of the main interview were self-administered to facilitate the 
collection of sensitive information as well as to ease the flow of the interview. The 
average interview lasted one hour and forty minutes (Sweet & Bumpass, 1988).   
Eighteen months were spent in the development and validation of a basic design 
for the survey.  The research team consisted of representatives from various perspectives 
including family sociology, social demography, social psychology, and family 
economics.  Nine consultants representing an array of perspectives in family sociology, 
social demography, and family economics as well as staff from the Center for Population 
Research were included.  The research team reviewed the literature and compiled past 
survey experience.  They conducted weekly meetings for developing preliminary drafts 
of questions.  Revisions were distributed and reviewed by the group until a consensus 
was reached.  Small-scale pretests of various sections of the draft interview were 
conducted by the Wisconsin Survey Research Laboratory.  Three additional rounds of 
pretests occurred with the interviewers; each resulted in refinement of the survey 
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instruments and procedures. After each pretest, the research team participated in a 
debriefing session with all of the interviewers to discuss revisions. 
Data from all three waves have been used to analyze organizational membership 
(Miner & Tolnay, 1998), community resources (Bartholomae, Fox, & McKenry, 2004; 
Hanson, McLanahan, & Thomson, 1998; Voydanoff, 2004a; Voydanoff, 2004b), care 
giving transitions and changes in women's labor force (Wakabayashi & Donato, 2006), 
informal help (Amato, 1993), and wives' employment and marital stability (Schoen, 
Rogers, & Amato, 2006).  No alpha scores were available for these scales. 
 
Demographic Variables 
Survey questions on demographic variables were gathered from each respondent.  
More specifically, respondents were asked to indicate the following:  gender, number of 
children, household status, marital status, ethnicity, employment status, education level, 
and age.   
  
Community Resources 
Survey questions on community resources were gathered by asking the 
respondents to indicate whether each of the 20 community programs or services was 
available to them.  All variables were coded such that 0 = not available, 1 = available but 
not used, and 2 = available and used.  The researcher created a composite availability 
score by summing across the results in a range of 0 to 40.   They were then asked to rate 
the usefulness of each program or service. All variables were coded such that 0 = not 
useful, 1 = somewhat useful, and 2 = extremely useful.  The researcher created a 
composite usefulness score by summing across the results in a range of 0 to 40.   It is not 
possible to calculate an alpha for this type of scale. 
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Involvement in the Community 
Survey questions on involvement in the community were assessed by asking the 
respondents if they had participated in 10 community-related groups, such as service 
clubs, political groups, fraternal groups, or professional societies, and if they had 
volunteered to work with 9 community-based programs, such as schools and youth 
programs, hospitals, and church affiliated groups.  All variables were coded such that 0 = 
no, 1 = yes.  The researcher created two composite scores of participation by summing 
across the results in ranges of 0 to 10 and 0 to 9.   It is not possible to calculate an alpha 
for this type of scale. 
 
Family–Friendly Benefits 
Survey questions on family–friendly benefits came from The National Study of 
the Changing Workforce (Galinsky, Bond, & Friedman, 1993). Organizational 
availability of family–friendly benefits was assessed by asking the respondents to 
indicate whether each of 11 family–friendly programs or policies such as flexible work 
arrangements, was available in their organization.  All variables were coded such that 0 = 
not available, 1 = available but not used, and 2 = available and used.  Consistent with 
other research (Osterman, 1995), the researcher created a composite family–friendly 
benefit availability score by summing across the results in a range of 0 to 22.  The 
respondents were then asked to rate the usefulness of family–friendly benefits.  All 
variables were coded such that 0 = not useful, 1 = somewhat useful, and 2 = extremely 
useful.  The scoring method was the same as the method for benefit availability, with a 
range of 0-22.  It is not possible to calculate an alpha for this type of scale. 
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Enrichment 
Survey questions on enrichment came from the Work-Family Enrichment Scale 
designed and validated by Carlson, et al. (2006).  It included the original 18-item scale 
measuring six dimensions of enrichment; three measuring work-to-family enrichment 
(development, affect, and capital), and three measuring family-to-work enrichment 
(development, affect, and efficiency).  Each dimension included 3 questions. A scale of 1 
to 5 was used for each item, where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.   
For this research study, thirty-six items were added to the scale by changing the 
stem of each item to measure the triciprocal relationship between work, family, and 
community.  The total enrichment scale was 54 items. The researcher created composite 
scores for each of the six dimensions by summing across the results in a range of 1 to 15.  
Sample items were: “My involvement in my community helps me to understand different 
viewpoints and this helps me be a better family member” and “My involvement in my 
community makes me feel happy and helps me be a better worker.”   
In the Carlson, et al. (2006) study, each of the six dimensions was estimated using 
coefficient alpha, with all six exceeding the conventional level of acceptance of .70.  For 
this study, the alphas for those six scales were:  Family-Work Development = .852, 
Family-Work Affect = .940, Family-Work Efficiency = .926, Work-Family Development 
= .842, Work-Family Affect = .908, and Work-Family Capital = .894.  The additional 
scales created for this study measured:  Community-Work Development = .898, 
Community-Work Affect = .923, Community-Work Efficiency = .936, Community-
Family Development = .859, Community-Family Affect = .901, Community-Family 
Capital = .910, Family-Community Development = .919, Family-Community Affect = 
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.910, Family-Community Efficiency = .919, Work-Community Development = .883, 
Work-Community Affect = .924, and Work-Community Capital = .896. 
 
Job Satisfaction 
Survey questions on job satisfaction came from the five-item Brayfield-Rothe Job 
Satisfaction Scale (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951) (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.82).  Respondents 
were asked to indicate their agreement with statements such as “I feel very satisfied with 
my job.”  A scale of 1 to 5 was used for each item. One item preceded by an asterisk was 
scored with strongly disagree = 5 and strongly agree = 1.  All other (non-asterisk) items 
were scored with strongly disagree = 1 and strongly agree = 5.  Higher scores indicate 
higher levels of satisfaction.  The alpha for this study was .862. 
 
Family Satisfaction 
Survey questions on family satisfaction came from a three-item instrument 
developed by Kopelman, Greenhaus, and Connolly (1983). It is an overall measure of the 
degree to which the individual is satisfied with his/her family.  A sample item was: 
“Overall, I am happy with my family life.”  A scale of 1 to 5 was used for each item. One 
item preceded by an asterisk was scored with strongly disagree = 5 and strongly agree = 
1.  All other (non-asterisk) items were scored with strongly disagree = 1 and strongly 
agree = 5.  In the McElwain, et al., (2005) study, the alpha was 0.77.  The alpha for this 
study was .806. 
 
Community Satisfaction 
Survey questions on community satisfaction was measured using the three-item 
Goudy Community Satisfaction Scale (Goudy, 1977) (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.74).  
Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with statements such as “This 
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community is an ideal place to live.” A scale of 1 to 5 was used for each item, where 1 = 
strongly disagree or dissatisfied and 5 = strongly agree or satisfied, and higher scores 
indicate higher levels of satisfaction.  The alpha for this study was .817. 
 
Family Social Support 
Survey questions on family social support were from a subset of the Family 
Support Inventory for Workers (King, Mattimore, King, & Adams, 1995) (Cronbach’s 
alpha = 0.97 for emotional sustenance, 0.93 for instrumental assistance).  The researcher 
shortened the scales, emotional sustenance and instrumental assistance, to 8 items based 
on the predicted internal consistency reliability from King, et al. (1995) of 0.90 for 
emotional sustenance and 0.88 for instrumental assistance.  A sample item was: 
“Members of my family want me to enjoy my job.”  A scale of 1 to 5 was used for each 
item.  Items preceded by an asterisk were scored with strongly disagree = 5 and strongly 
agree = 1.  All other (non-asterisk) items were scored with strongly disagree = 1 and 
strongly agree = 5. The alphas for this study were .837 for emotional sustenance and .834 
for instrumental assistance. 
 
Employer Support 
Survey questions on employer support came from the eight-item Employer 
Support for Family scale (Friedman & Greenhaus, 2000) (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78). 
Respondents were asked to indicate their agreement with statements such as “My 
organization has a satisfactory family leave policy.”  A scale of 1 to 5 was used for each 
item.  Items preceded by an asterisk were scored with strongly disagree = 5 and strongly 
agree = 1.  All other (non-asterisk) items were scored with strongly disagree = 1 and 
strongly agree = 5.  The alpha for this study was .618. 
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Survey Design 
The survey instrument was designed online by the researcher using the 
nTreePoint® Web Forms software package.   The use of the nTreePoint® Web Forms 
software package allowed the creation of multi-page web forms for collecting data into 
the relational database, SPSS statistical software, for statistical analysis.  The researcher 
believes the use of nTreePoint® Web Forms aided in the fairly high response rate of the 
sample population because of its convenience and accessibility.  The survey was 
available from any computer twenty-four hours a day for over three weeks.   
nTreePoint® Web Forms allows the researcher to determine if each item in the 
survey is required item.  With this option selected by the researcher, the respondent 
would receive an error message if a question is left blank.  The respondent could not 
proceed to the next section of the survey until the required answer was added.  Fourteen 
attempts to complete the survey were abandoned before the user was finished.  The 
respondent may not have been familiar or comfortable enough with computers to 
complete the survey, they could have become frustrated with the instrument, or the 
survey took longer to complete than they anticipated.  Those fourteen responses were 
eliminated from the results.  The questionnaire appears in Appendix A. 
 
Data Collection 
The researcher visited three organizations and a monthly meeting of a 
professional human resources association to provide an overview of the study and to ask 
employees and professional human resource members to participate voluntarily in the 
study.   Those who agreed to participate were given the location of the web-based 
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questionnaire.  After a two-week time period, the researcher sent a follow-up email, 
asking employees and professional human resource members to complete the survey, if 
they had not done so.  The web survey remained open for one additional week. 
    
Data Analysis 
The researcher used the SPSS statistical software package to compute means, 
standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alpha for the scales used in the survey instrument.  
Cronbach’s alpha measures the internal consistency of a scale.  It represents the degree to 
which instrument items are homogeneous and reflect the same underlying construct(s) 
(Stevens, 2001).  Table 1 highlights the reliabilities of the scales used in this study.  Most 
of the scales appear to be reliable and coherent based on Knoke, Bohrnstedt, and Mee’s 
(2002) suggestion of 0.70 or higher.  The only exception to that principle was the 
employer support scale (alpha = .62).  Descriptive statistics (including mean and standard 
deviation) are shown in Table 2 for the antecedent scales, in Table 3 for the enrichment 
variables, and in Table 4 for the satisfaction variables.   
From the theoretical foundations, a measurement model for structural equation 
modeling (SEM) was created (Figure 1).  This model was used to assess how well the 
scale items loaded on the theoretical constructs and to test how well the model fit the 
data.  Correlations among the constructs have been omitted for clarity.  The model is 
designed both horizontally and vertically.  At the top of the model, reading from left to 
right, are the constructs from the community domain.  In the center of the model are the 
constructs from the family domain, and at the bottom of the model are the constructs 
from the work domain.   At the far left of the model, reading from top to  
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Table 1. Cronbach’s Alpha Calculations for Scales. 
 
Scale Cronbach’s Alpha 
Instrumental Assistance .834 
Emotional Sustenance .837 
Employer Support .618 
Family Satisfaction .806 
Community Satisfaction .817 
Job Satisfaction .862 
Community-Family Enrichment .846 
Community-Work Enrichment .847 
Family-Community Enrichment .837 
Family-Work Enrichment .846 
Work-Community Enrichment .852 
Work-Family Enrichment .846 
 
 
Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of Antecedent Scales 
 
Scale Number of 
Items 
Possible 
Range 
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Community Involvement 1 10 0-20 5.18 1.206 
Community Involvement 2 9 0-18 5.15 .973 
Community Resource Availability 20 0-40 29.14 4.027 
Community Resource Usefulness 20 0-40 24.60 4.208 
Instrumental Assistance 8 8-40 31.62 4.950 
Emotional Sustenance 8 8-40 32.13 4.367 
Employer Support 5 5-25 18.70 2.883 
Family-Friendly Availability 11 0-22 12 3.283 
Family-Friendly Usefulness 11 0-22 10.11 3.492 
 
 
 
Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of Enrichment Scales 
 
Scale Number 
of Items 
Possible 
Range 
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Community-Family Enrichment 9 9-45 35.21 4.765 
Community-Work Enrichment 9 9-45 34.51 5.095 
Family-Community Enrichment 9 9-45 34.56 5.159 
Family-Work Enrichment 9 9-45 36.30 5.282 
Work-Community Enrichment 9 9-45 35.14 4.944 
Work-Family Enrichment 9 9-45 36.35 5.278 
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Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of Satisfaction Scales 
 
Scale Number of 
Items 
Possible 
Range 
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Community Satisfaction 3 3-15 11.62 1.951 
Family Satisfaction 3 3-15 12.71 1.844 
Job Satisfaction 5 5-25 21.65 2.837 
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Figure 1. Measurement Model 
Correlations among the constructs have been omitted for clarity. 
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bottom, the left column of the model represents the antecedents.  In the center of the 
model are the mediators, and the right column of the model represents the consequences.   
The scales for the four community antecedent constructs, Community 
Involvement 1, Community Involvement 2, Usefulness of Community Resources, and 
Availability of Community Resources, included a number of yes/no responses.  These 
were considered formative scales and of good quality.  The construct was formed by 
summing the responses which were coded such that 0 = no, 1 = yes.  The scales for the 
family antecedent constructs, Instrumental Assistance and Emotional Sustenance, were 
considered reflective scales, and those scale items were represented with 8 indicators 
loading on each construct.  Two of the work antecedent constructs, Availability of Family 
Friendly Benefits and Usefulness of Family Friendly Benefits, included a number of 
yes/no responses.  These were considered formative scales and of good quality.  The 
construct was formed by summing the responses which were coded such that 0 = no, 1 = 
yes.  The remaining work antecedent construct was considered a reflective scale, and the 
scale items were represented with 5 indicators loading on the construct. 
The scales for the six enrichment constructs were considered reflective scales, and 
those scale items were represented with 3 indicators loading on each construct.  The 
indicators were created by summing 3 questions from each of the appropriate dimensions 
(Efficiency, Development, Affect, and Capital).   The scales for the three satisfaction 
constructs were considered reflective scales, and those scale items were represented with 
3 indicators loading on the community construct, 3 indicators loading on the family 
construct, and 5 indicators loading on the work construct. 
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The model was tested using the AMOS statistical software package.  Confidence 
in the model was assessed through evaluation of a chi-square significance test, which 
provided a formal significance test of fit, and two additional fit indices.  First, the 
comparative fit index (CFI) compared absolute fit of the specified model to the fit of the 
null model imposed arbitrarily on the data assuming no relationship between observed 
variables.  The second fit index was root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA).  
The RMSEA fit index ensured that the model was parsimonious by penalizing fit when 
too many parameters were specified.   The critical ratio of each parameter estimate to its 
standard error is significant at the 0.05 level if its value exceeds 1.96 (Hoyle, 1995).  The 
examination of the model will be discussed in Chapter 4.   
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CHAPTER IV 
DATA ANALYSIS 
 
 This chapter presents the main findings of this research study.  Its purpose is to 
describe the survey sample and to present the results of the statistical analysis. 
  Using the statistical package AMOS, the researcher tested the measurement 
model presented in Figure 1 (on page 47).  The measurement model was based on theory 
provided in the literature.  Each variable in the model was conceptualized as a latent one, 
measured by multiple indicators.  The researcher assumed freely estimated covariance 
between each possible pair of latent variables.  Then, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 
was used to verify that indicators measured the corresponding latent variables and to test 
the fit of the model.  
In evaluating the fit of the model, it is recommended that one focus on overall 
model fit.  Although there are several indices of overall model fit, the research reported 
results from three indices.  The chi-square statistics provides a test of the null hypothesis 
that the theoretical model fits the data.  The comparative fit index (CFI) compares 
absolute fit of the specified model to the fit of the null model imposed arbitrarily on the 
data assuming no relationship between observed variables.  CFI values range from 0 to 1, 
with larger values indicating better fit (Kline, 1998).  The third fit index used was root 
mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA).  It ensures that the model is 
parsimonious by penalizing fit when too many parameters are specified.  Adequate fit is 
indicated if RMSEA is less than .08 (Browne & Cudek, 93). 
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 The chi-square of 2329.55, with 1337 degrees of freedom, indicated an imperfect 
fit between the measurement model and the data.  The CFI value of .83 did not meet the 
.90 guidelines of Hu and Bentler (1999), and the RMSEA value of .06 reflected good fit.   
 Modifications to the measurement model were made in an effort to improve the fit 
of the data.  Due to high kurtosis (5.398), one indicator from the Job Satisfaction scale 
was removed.  Other modifications were made based upon the indicator loadings on 
latent variables.  One indicator from the Employer Support scale was dropped because 
the standardized estimated path weight was below the acceptable level of .40 and was 
insignificant at the .05 level.  When the estimated path weight loadings of four indicators 
on the latent variable, Instrumental Assistance scale, were below the accepted level of 
.40, the researcher examined the text of each item on the survey instrument.  A judgment 
to delete these items was made after the researcher determined these items were less 
consistent at measuring instrumentality than the other four items.  When the model was 
tested again, a second indicator from the Employer Support scale and one indicator from 
the Emotional Sustenance scale were dropped because the standardized estimated path 
weights were below the acceptable level of .40 and were insignificant at the .05 level.  
The model was tested again, and the significance of the correlations was examined.  
Several of the latent variables were so strongly correlated to others, a judgment to 
combine these variables was made.  These factors were Availability of Community 
Resources and Usefulness of Community Resources (.93) and Availability of Family 
Friendly Benefits and Usefulness of Family Friendly Benefits (.84).  Those latent 
variables were changed to indicators loading on two new reflective variables, Community 
Resources and Family Friendly Benefits.   Since the identification of a latent variable 
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with only two manifest indicators is questionable, the factor loadings of these two 
indicators were set to equal.  A judgment to remove the other community antecedents, 
Community Involvement 1 and Community Involvement 2, was made after they showed 
no correlation to the other community antecedent variables.    
 The chi-square for the revised measurement model (Figure 2) was 1370.27, with 
900 degrees of freedom.  The CFI was .91, RMSEA was .05, and the PCLOSE was .38.   
These three indices were within acceptable levels, and the revised measurement model 
was retained for the structural model. 
 Based on the literature from Chapter 2, the researcher hypothesized the 
following:  a) the antecedent variables from the community domain would be positively 
related to the community-related mediating enrichment variables (Mattessich & Monsey, 
1997; Parks & Straker, 1996; Voydanoff, 2004a), b) the antecedent variables from the 
family domain would be positively related to the family-related mediating enrichment 
variables (Carlson, et al., 2006; Kirrane & Buckley, 2004; King, et al., 1995), c) the 
antecedent variables from the work domain would be positively related to the work-
related mediating enrichment variables (Carlson, et al., 2006; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; 
Thompson, et al., 1999), d) the mediating enrichment variables from the community-
related domains would be positively related to the consequent community satisfaction 
variable (Steffy & Jones, 1988; Sullivan, 2007), e) the mediating enrichment variables 
from the family-related domains would be positively related to the consequent family 
satisfaction variable (Edwards, 2006; Kofodimos, 1995), f) the mediating enrichment 
variables from the work-related domains would be positively related to the consequent  
  
 
Employer Support
Instrumental
Assistance
Emotional
Sustenance
Work Family
Enrichment
Family Community
Enrichment
Community Family
Enrichment
Family
Satisfaction
Job
Satisfaction
Community
Satisfaction
famsat1fs1
1
famsat2fs2
1
famsat3fs3
1
jobsat2 js2
1
jobsat3 js3
1
jobsat4 js4
1
jobsat5 js5
1
commsat1cs1
1
commsat2cs2
1
commsat3cs3
1
em2e2
1 em3
e3
1em5e5
1 em6e6
1 em7e7
1 em8e8
1
Usefulness of
Family Friendly
Benefits
Availability of
Family Friendly
Benefits
Family Work
Enrichment
Community Work
Enrichment
Work Community
Enrichment
FW123
fw1a
FW456
fw2a
FW789
fw3a1
FC789
fc3a
FC456
fc2a
1FC123
fc1a
1
CW123
cw1a1
CW456
cw2a1
CW789
cw3a1
CF789
cf3a
1CF456
cf2a
1CF123
cf1a
1
WC123
wc1a1
WC456
wc2a
WC789
wc3a1
WF789
wf3a
1WF456
wf2a
1WF123
wf1a
1
Usefulness of
Community
Resources
Availability of
Community
Resources
famsupp8Fsup8
1famsupp7FSup7
1famsupp6FSup6
1famsupp5FSup5
1
1
1 1
1
empsupp1ES1
1
empsupp2ES2
1
empsupp3ES3
1
em1e1
1
Family
Friendly
Benefits
Community
Resources
ecx2
1
ecx1
1
efx1
1
efx2
1
fL
fL
cL
cL
 
Figure 2.  Modified Measurement Model 
Correlations among the constructs have been omitted for clarity. 
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job satisfaction variable (Cangemi & Guttschalk, 1986; Shore & Tetrick, 1991), and g) 
there would be positive and reciprocal relationships between the work, community, and 
family domains (Bowen, et al., 2000; Sweet, et al., 2005; Voydanoff, 2005a).   
Paths in the structural model (Figure 3) represent these relationships.  Correlations 
among the constructs have been omitted for clarity.  Using the statistical package AMOS, 
the researcher tested the overall fit of the model.  Results were evaluated using the same 
three fit indices as the measurement model. The chi-square of 1864.17, with 949 degrees 
of freedom, indicated an imperfect fit.  The CFI value of .82 did not meet the .90 
guidelines of Hu and Bentler (1999), and the RMSEA value was moderate at .07.  Thus, 
the results from all three indices indicate the model is not a good fit.  Moreover, only 13 
of the 32 paths were significant at the .05 level.  This represents an unacceptable model. 
 The standardized values are presented in Figure 3.  The parameter values and 
corresponding significant levels for the relationships between the antecedent variables 
and the enrichment variables hypothesized in this study are presented in Table 5.  Table 6 
presents parameter values and corresponding significant levels for the relationships 
between the enrichment variables and the satisfaction variables.   
Based on these results, the researcher concluded that the structural model failed to 
achieve sufficient fit to allow the proposed hypotheses to be tested.  Further discussion of 
the results will be included in Chapter 5. 
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Figure 3. Initial Structural Model. 
Correlations among the antecedents have been omitted for clarity.   
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Table 5. Path Weights from Antecedent Variables to Enrichment Variables. 
 
Enrichment Variables  Antecedent Variables Estimate Standardized Estimate P 
Community 
Work_Enrichment <--- CommRes .038 .026 .758 
Community 
Family_Enrichment <--- CommRes .134 .103 .155 
Family 
Community_Enrichment <--- CommRes .113 .069 .359 
Work 
Community_Enrichment <--- CommRes -.161 -.131 .132 
Family Work_Enrichment <--- Instrumental_Assistance -.177 -.109 .258 
Family 
Community_Enrichment <--- Instrumental_Assistance .430 .263 .003 
Community 
Family_Enrichment <--- Instrumental_Assistance .508 .391 *** 
Work Family_Enrichment <--- Instrumental_Assistance -.163 -.134 .174 
Family Work_Enrichment <--- Emotional_Sustenance .480 .296 .001 
Family 
Community_Enrichment <--- Emotional_Sustenance .377 .230 .012 
Community 
Family_Enrichment <--- Emotional_Sustenance .093 .072 .409 
Work Family_Enrichment <--- Emotional_Sustenance .375 .309 .001 
Work 
Community_Enrichment <--- FamilyFrnd .111 .090 .449 
Work Family_Enrichment <--- FamilyFrnd .117 .096 .327 
Family Work_Enrichment <--- FamilyFrnd .075 .046 .616 
Community 
Work_Enrichment <--- FamilyFrnd .126 .084 .423 
Work 
Community_Enrichment <--- Empsupp 1.122 .912 *** 
Work Family_Enrichment <--- Empsupp .728 .600 *** 
Family Work_Enrichment <--- Empsupp .870 .538 *** 
Community 
Work_Enrichment <--- Empsupp 1.081 .725 *** 
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Table 6. Path Weights from Enrichment Variables to Satisfaction Variables. 
 
Satisfaction Variables  Enrichment Variables Estimate Standardized Estimate P 
comm sat <--- Community Work_Enrichment -.063 -.159 .182 
comm sat <--- Community Family_Enrichment .104 .229 .007 
comm sat <--- Family Community_Enrichment .032 .088 .303 
comm sat <--- Work Community_Enrichment -.002 -.004 .974 
fam sat <--- Family Community_Enrichment .005 .015 .854 
fam sat <--- Community Family_Enrichment -.028 -.067 .387 
fam sat <--- Family Work_Enrichment .093 .281 .004 
fam sat <--- Work Family_Enrichment .036 .081 .397 
job sat <--- Work Community_Enrichment .090 .193 .137 
job sat <--- Community Work_Enrichment -.112 -.290 .012 
job sat <--- Family Work_Enrichment .027 .075 .447 
job sat <--- Work Family_Enrichment .118 .248 .026 
 
 
Post-Hoc Analysis 
When the model failed to achieve sufficient fit, the researcher reviewed the results 
and returned to the literature related to the model.  With those variables that merited 
further investigation, the researcher tested several additional models in an effort to find a 
defensible structural model to be used by future researchers.  
One of the contributions of this study was to look at all three domains 
simultaneously.  The researcher then looked at the domains as pairs to see if any pair 
could fit the proposed mediated model.  No pair of variables fit.  For the community-
work/work-community model, only 4 of the 10 paths were significant at the .05 level.  
The chi-square was 304.33, with 159 degrees of freedom, the CFI value was .93, and the 
RMSEA value was moderate at .07.  This represents an unacceptable model.  For the 
community-family/family-community model, only 4 of the 10 paths were significant at 
the .05 level.  The chi-square was 489.63, with 263 degrees of freedom, the CFI value 
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was .91, and the RMSEA value was moderate at .07.  This represents an unacceptable 
model.   For the work-family/family-work model, only 6 of the 12 paths were significant 
at the .05 level.  The chi-square was 613.34, with 360 degrees of freedom, the CFI value 
was .91, and the RMSEA value was moderate at .06. This represents an unacceptable 
model.   While the overall fit was acceptable, the very limited number of significant paths 
required that the model be rejected. 
Additional modifications to the model included a partial mediated model (1834.98 
@ 944 DF, .83 CFI, RMSEA  .07, and 14 of the 37 paths significant at the .05 level), a 
partial mediated model including reciprocal paths between the mediating enrichment 
variables (1572.19 @ 873 DF, .85 CFI, RMSEA .06, and 12 of the 15 paths significant at 
the .05 level), reciprocal paths between the mediating enrichment variables (1746.92 @ 
953 DF, .85 CFI, and RMSEA .06, and 8 of the 22 paths significant at the .05 level), and 
excluding the family-friendly benefits variable but retaining the reciprocal paths between 
the mediating enrichment variables (1619.37 @ 883 DF, .84 CFI, and RMSEA .06, and 
11 of the 12 paths significant at the .05 level).  While some of these models corrected 
some of the deficiencies in the previous models, none addressed all of these deficiencies.  
None were judged fully acceptable.    
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This chapter elaborates on the results presented in Chapter 4.  In addition to a 
discussion of the results, study limitations are also considered, and an agenda for future 
research is provided. 
The contribution of this study lies in the expansion of the work-life research in 
two ways.   First, by augmenting past research which had focused almost exclusively on 
the negative exchanges between the work and family domains (Duxbury & Higgins, 
1991; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985; Grover & Crooker, 1995), this study created a model 
to assess the more inclusive concept of enrichment.  Although the model failed to achieve 
sufficient fit, the results may demonstrate the need to create constructs that specifically 
measure support antecedents for enrichment studies.  Second, the model incorporated 
issues related to community enrichment to introduce community as an equal domain in 
the work-life research (Voydanoff, 2004a; Voydanoff, 2005a).   
The work, family, and community enrichment constructs developed for this study 
included the following six factors:  work enriching both family and community, family 
enriching both work and community, and community enriching both family and work.  
While two of these enrichment factors, work on family and family on work, have recently 
emerged in the work-life literature (Carlson, et al., 2006), the factors representing 
community are a new addition to the study of the work-life relationship.  These factors 
serve to enlarge the scope of the present research by considering the myriad of ways that 
work, family, and community enrich and strengthen one another.  In addition, this study 
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introduced a triciprocal relationship between work, family, and community that has been 
discussed briefly in the literature but never incorporated into a comprehensive model. 
 
Discussion/Recommendations/Implications 
The structural equation modeling process centers around two steps: validating the 
measurement model and fitting the structural model.  The former is achieved primarily 
through confirmatory factor analysis, while the latter is accomplished through path 
analysis with latent variables.  For this study, a triciprocal measurement model was 
created after empirical support provided a link between the accessibility to and usefulness 
of resources and support to enrichment in all three domains.  The measurement model 
was conceptualized as a latent one, measured by multiple indicators.  Each possible pair 
of latent variables was allowed to freely associate.  Then, confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) was used to verify that indicators measured the corresponding latent variables and 
to test the fit of the model.  Overall model fit from three indices:  chi-square, comparative 
fit index (CFI), and root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) indicated 
acceptable fit. The structural model, which includes the hypothesized relationships 
among the latent constructs, measures the extent to which the covariances predicted by 
the model correspond to the observed covariances in the data.  The structural model was 
then tested using the same three fit indices.  When the results indicated an imperfect fit 
between the structural model and the data, the researcher concluded that the structural 
model failed. 
James, Mulaik, and Brett (1982) developed 10 conditions that “justify the use of 
confirmatory analysis to evaluate whether the causal hypotheses indicated by functional 
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relations have scientific unity” (p. 26).  The first 7 concern the appropriateness of the 
theoretical model.  Satisfaction of these conditions suggests a well-developed theoretical 
model.  The final 3 conditions relate to the operational facets of confirmatory analysis in 
a population or sample. They focus on latent variables associated with manifest variables.   
When conditions 1-7 are satisfied, and the manifest variables accurately represent 
the constructs they are designed to measure (condition 8), it is then possible to proceed 
with the analysis.  The primary objective of this analysis is to confirm or disconfirm the 
structural model.  The confirmation of a model indicates that the structural model and the 
functional relations and equations proposed in the model are useful for making causal 
inferences to explain how variables occur and why they co-vary.  When the predictions 
and observed correlations in the structural model are inconsistent, the model is 
disconfirmed. 
Fulfillment of all 10 conditions is required for causal inference.  The structural 
model for this study failed to meet the two conditions for confirmation.  Specifically, 
condition 9 says the model must provide empirical support for the functional equations.  
It focuses on paths that are predicted to be non-zero or statistically significant.  Condition 
10 says the structural model must reasonably fit the data.  It focuses on paths that are 
predicted to be zero or non-significant (James, et al., 1982).  This latter test can be 
conducted using model comparisons or by assessing the fit of the model to the data, since 
the overall goodness of fit is determined by the parameters constrained rather than the 
freely estimated parameters predicted to be different from zero.   
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In an attempt to meet the final two conditions, the researcher conducted several 
post hoc tests by revising the structural model.  While some of these revisions improved 
the overall fit to some degree, none brought the fit up to an acceptable level.    
 To explain why the structural model was not empirically supported, the researcher 
reassessed the literature related to the creation of the model, specifically the antecedent 
constructs and the enrichment constructs to determine if these studies could provide some 
explanation to the unacceptable fit of the model.  Of the constructs selected for this study, 
few had been exposed to the rigorous statistical standards of structural equation 
modeling.  While this is speculation, it warrants further investigation.  The researcher 
believed that much could be learned from the examination of: a) how those constructs in 
this study were created, validated, and tested, b) the population or sample size of each 
study, and c) how those constructs were extended in this research study.   
 
Enrichment Scale 
Carlson, et al., (2006) created and validated the enrichment scale through two 
steps.  They ran an exploratory factor analysis to confirm the factor structure of the 
measure and to examine its internal reliability.  This is done by allowing all items to load 
on all factors and discovering the variance accounted for by each underlying factor.  This 
process confirmed the existence of 3 constructs for both work-family enrichment and 
family-work enrichment.  They conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to verify the 
manifest variables were adequate indicators of the six constructs.  However, further 
validation of the scale and the testing of relationships with antecedents and consequences 
were conducted through two-tailed correlations.  Respondents for the first part of their 
study were recruited from students enrolled at a southern university and from a variety of 
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organizations that included, among others, a software development firm, a University 
Foundation, and a privately held spirits distributor for the second part of their study.  
From the first part of the study, 271 students completed the survey.  In the second part of 
the study, 84 respondents completed half of the survey and 105 respondents completed 
the other half.   
 
Emotional Sustenance and Instrument Assistance Scales 
During the development phase, the family support scales for emotional sustenance 
and instrument assistance were validated through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), 
verifying the items were adequate indicators of the proposed constructs (King, et al., 
1995).  However, further validation of the scale and testing of relationships with 
demographic variables and work-related stressors and strains were conducted through 
hierarchical regression and bi-variate correlations.  Respondents for their study were 
recruited three groups:  employees at a midwestern university, high school teachers, and 
undergraduate students.  When the scales were used in Lee and Liu’s (2006) study of 53 
Taiwanese banking expatriates in the United States and Kim and Ling’s (2001) study of 
102 married Singapore women entrepreneurs, the results in both studies were analyzed 
with multiple regression and correlation coefficients using SPSS.  In a study involving 
work-family conflict, Adams, King, and King (1996) used path analysis to test the 
relationships between both types of family support and work-family conflict.  While they 
found several positive relationships in their model, only 11 of the 14 hypothesized 
relationships were supported. 
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Community Resources 
In her study on the effects of work demands and resources on work-to-family 
conflict and facilitation, Voydanoff (2004c) used least squares regression analysis to test 
the relationships.  The data for this study came from the 1997 National Study of the 
Changing Workforce in which 3,551 adults employed in the civilian U. S. labor force 
were interviewed.  The sub-sample used in the analysis consisted of 1,938 workers ages 
18 to 64 who were living with a spouse, partner, child, or other relative. A second 
Voydanoff (2005a) study included community as an equal domain.  However, she used 
least squares regression analysis to test the relationship between demands from family 
and community, resources from family and community, and conflict or facilitation 
between work and family.  The data for this study came from the 1992-1994 wave of the 
National Survey of Families and Households in which 10,008 adults aged 19 years and 
older were interviewed.  In addition, 5643 current spouses or cohabitating partners were 
interviewed.  The sub-sample used in the analysis consisted of 1,156 married dual-earner 
parents who had a child aged 10-17 years when interviewed. 
 
Family-Friendly Benefits 
Using a similar instrument to the one in this study for family-friendly benefits, 
Breaugh and Frye (2007) attempted to analyze the relationships between the use of those 
benefits and both job and family satisfaction.  Respondents for the study were recruited 
from two sources – alumni and current MBA students of a midwestern university.  
However, their sample size of 64 individuals was too small to legitimately use structural 
equation modeling. 
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Employer Support Scale  
In the development of the employer support scale, Friedman and Greenhaus 
(2000) used partial correlations and multiple regression to validate their scale.  The 
researcher used multiple databases (e.g. Academic Search Premier, ProQuest, and 
EBSCOhost) to search for other studies that utilized this scale (Torraco, 2005).  Key 
words such as the authors’ names and the name of the scale were used, searching for 
occurrences in citations, the text, and abstracts.  None were found. 
 
Summary 
Finally, this study included each of the constructs described above in a triciprocal 
measurement model and a structural model.  Those models were then tested using 
structural equation modeling.  The enrichment scale created by Carlson, et al. (2006) was 
extended by adding a community component to introduce community as an equal domain 
to work and family.  The researcher selected scales to measure the antecedent constructs 
and consequences that were different from the ones Carlson, et al. (2006) used in their 
study. 
 Although the researcher speculated that the following factors could explain why 
the structural model was not empirically supported: a) how those constructs were created, 
validated, and tested, b) the population or sample size of each study, and c) how those 
constructs were extended in this research study, the evidence from the above described 
studies revealed different evidence.  While there were differences in the sample 
populations from those studies and this study, those differences are not significant 
enough to warrant the model’s failure.  The variation in the statistical methods revealed 
the strongest possibility for the model’s failure.  Few of the constructs introduced in the 
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triciprocal model had been tested with structural equation modeling.  The other evident 
factor for the model’s failure was the differences of opinion on the relationship, or lack 
thereof, between enrichment and conflict.  Many of the constructs used in this study 
originated in the work-life conflict literature.  Very few constructs, if any, have been 
created and tested to measure enrichment. 
 While extensive research has been conducted to determine the factors that 
produce or reduce conflict, little has been done to identify specific factors that produce 
enrichment.  In their enrichment model, Greenhaus and Powell (2006) identified five 
types of resources or antecedents that could be generated in a role.  Those five are:  skills 
and perspectives, psychological and physical resources, social capital resources, 
flexibility, and material resources.  While they did not identify specific scales for each 
type, they provided a description of each type.  Their focus was to draw broad constructs 
for enrichment, but not scale development for measuring those constructs, thus, providing 
only theoretical propositions and an agenda for future research.  Since the introduction of 
enrichment as a construct, few scales have been developed to measure what the impact of 
resource generation is on enrichment.  Therefore, the researcher selected scales from the 
work-life literature that could measure the impact of resources generated in each of the 
three domains:  community, family, and work.   
 The antecedent constructs and consequences used in this study were introduced 
with the assumption that conflict and enrichment are at opposite ends of the same 
spectrum, and the expectation was that removing or reversing the effects of variables that 
create conflict would enhance or enrichment the domain.  It is possible, since most of the 
scales in the survey instrument evolved from work-life conflict literature; the antecedent 
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constructs used to measure support in the three domains may be inadequate measures for 
an enrichment study.  Specifically, variance in the enrichment variables may be 
influenced by antecedents constructs not included in this study.   
Several studies (Frone, 2003; Grzywacz & Bass, 2003; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000) 
have concluded that a weak or inconsistent relationship exists between enrichment and 
conflict.  In these studies, weak or inconsistent relationships between the positive and 
negative effects existed.  However, Greenhaus and Parasuraman (1994) believed that 
support could serve as a buffer against negative consequences.  They recommended that 
future research examine the conditions under which generation or accumulation promotes 
enrichment.  Similarly, Powell and Greenhaus’s (2006) model on enrichment analyzed 
the theories that bridge the gap between enrichment and conflict.  They suggested that 
researchers must first start by examining why enrichment has not occurred.  In their 
enrichment model, two things must occur:  a resource must be generated in Role A and 
then applied successfully to Role B.  When one of the 2 conditions does not occur (the 
resource is not generated in Role A or it is generated in Role A, but not applied to Role 
B), conflict does not necessarily occur.  This would be more of an example of lack of 
enrichment, not conflict.  However, when a resource generated in Role A is applied 
unsuccessfully to Role B, conflict is likely to occur.  In this example, conflict would be 
the opposite of enrichment. 
A recent article from Wayne, Grzywacz, Carlson, and Kacmar (2007) proposed a 
new concept to describe the benefits shared between work and family:  facilitation.  In 
this article, they identify broad categories of personal characteristics and resources that 
enable facilitation between the two domains.  However, like Greenhaus and Powell 
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(2006), they did not identify specific scales to be used for measurement.  Their focus was 
to draw broad constructs for facilitation, but not scale development for measuring those 
constructs, thus, providing only theoretical propositions and an agenda for future 
research. 
Powell and Greenhaus (2006) suggested this debate between enrichment and 
conflict could also be linked to the examination of segmentation versus integration 
(Ashforth, et al., 2000; Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Olson-Buchanon & Boswell, 2006).    
While segmentation refers to keeping each domain separate, integration refers to the 
merging or blending of the domains.  These are conceptualized as opposite ends of a 
continuum (Ashforth, et al., 2000).  For those who engage in role segmentation, the 
separation of the domains may diminish the existence of both enrichment and conflict.  
However, those who integrate their domains may be more likely to experience both 
enrichment and conflict.   
In regards to this study, the researcher would recommend considering how the 
sample population in this study approached the three domains of work, family, and 
community.  It is possible they come to the study with the understanding of integration, 
fully integrating the domains instead of building barriers between them like individuals 
do with segmentation.  Another possibility is that they cannot distinguish between 
positive and negative feelings in these enrichment areas, so their answers to the general 
affect questions have influenced this integration.  Additional demographic data could be 
collected to identify exempt employees to compare their responses to non-exempt 
employees.  It is possible exempt employees are better able to integrate work, family, and 
community than non-exempt employees. 
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Study Limitations 
A significant limitation of this study was that a convenience sample, rather than a 
random sample, was used.  The sample used included a high number of individuals with a 
post-secondary education and was skewed towards female respondents than one might 
otherwise find in the general population.  However, this is consistent with much of the 
research that has been conducted regarding work-life issues, which typically includes 
professional women as its sample (Thomas & Ganster, 1995).   
The results were derived from self-reports of the respondents.  This is not an 
uncommon criticism of research in the area of work-life.  However, since many of the 
questions concerned sensitive issues such as conflict, work place support, and 
satisfaction, it was important to preserve anonymity to encourage participation and to 
minimize missing data.   
The use of self-reported data limited the study in additional ways.  First, it 
prevented the researcher from verifying the accuracy of the availability and usefulness of 
both community resources and family-friendly benefits.  Second, it did not include data 
from the participant’s spouse/partner. 
A methodological limitation of this study was that the hypotheses were tested 
using a sample of people in the United States, specifically east-central Illinois and west-
central Indiana.  Since the sample included only respondents from the United States, it 
was not possible to investigate the impact of enrichment in other cultures.  The cross-
cultural issues regarding work, family, and community are critical to many global 
organizations that have expatriate programs and facilities around the world. 
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 Fifteen percent of the respondents in this study were members of a professional 
organization of human resource personnel.  These professionals tend to hold higher job 
levels within their organizations and could have more access to and knowledge of 
organizational benefits and programs than other employees.  Also, Friedman (1990) and 
Frone et al. (1992) discovered that spillover between work and family could be different 
for high verses low job levels. Future research should strive to include a broader cross-
section of occupational roles. 
 
Future Research and Conclusions 
The results of this study provide a plethora of opportunities for future research.  
First, the triciprocal model created for this study should be further validated and tested on 
a wide variety of subjects (Spector, 1992).  This study was simply an exploration in the 
research process to include community as an equal domain in the work-life field.  Now 
that a model with wide applicability across research settings has been proposed, 
proceeding with construct validation techniques specifically for enrichment would 
enhance its use in empirical investigations of work, family, and community issues. 
A second avenue of research would be the inclusion of other stakeholders in the 
study to provide an overall assessment of the triciprocal relationship, rather than one that 
is unique to the individual being surveyed.  The dynamic nature of work, family, and 
community make is probable that one individual’s assessment is likely to be influenced 
by similar assessments from and interactions with other stakeholders (family members, 
co-workers, etc.).  Work-life research would be greatly enriched by the study of 
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stakeholders, as most of the current research has been based on the study of individuals 
(Frone, et al., 1992; Stephens & Sommer, 1996). 
Longitudinal research that examines the changing nature of work, family, and 
community over time would tremendously enhance the understanding of the dynamic 
interplay between the three domains.  Most of the research to date provides a snapshot of 
an individual’s current situation.  Longitudinal research would provide an enhanced 
understanding of this complex nature by considering that individuals play a role in all 
three domains throughout their lives (Burud & Tumolo, 2004).  Therefore, the conditions 
that affect work, family, and community over time and the consequences that varying 
degrees of support and resources might have for individuals need to be considered.  
Finally, this study considered six antecedents to enrichment: emotional 
sustenance, instrumental assistance, involvement in the community, community 
resources, family-friendly benefits, and employer support.  Future research would benefit 
from considering a variety of other contributing variables.  Not only would such research 
aid in the identification of true antecedents to enrichment, but would also provide an 
empirical investigation of these variables which, to date, may not have evidence to 
support their value.  A study that simultaneously measures the relationships between 
these same antecedents and both conflict and enrichment could provide new evidence in 
the debate on the relationship between conflict and enrichment.  Are they at opposite 
ends of the same spectrum or distinct dimensions of the work-life interface?   
To summarize, this study has modified a broadly-applicable scale to measure the 
triciprocal relationship between work, family, and community and has tested these 
constructs as part of an overall model incorporating work-, family-, and community-
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related antecedents and consequences.  Although the proposed model failed to fit the data 
in this study, incorporating the concept of enrichment and the domain of community into 
the work-life research could provide a more accurate portrayal of the myriad of ways that 
all three domains interact and affect one another.  
The antecedent constructs have been shown to reduce conflict (Galinsky, et al., 
1993; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1994; Voydanoff, 2004c).  Could they also function 
more broadly to enrich work, family, and community roles?  If nothing else, they provide 
a useful framework for developing more effective work structures, family support, and 
community resources.  The evidence of enrichment from Greenhaus and Powell (2006) 
enables organizations to focus on programs and processes that foster reciprocity.  It is 
hoped, that this study will spur employers, employees, community leaders, and family 
members to think of the three domains as allies rather than enemies and to consider the 
means by which they might ensure enriching experiences in the work, family, and 
community domains. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
  73
LIST OF REFERENCES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
  74
LIST OF REFERENCES 
 
Adams, G. A., King, L. A., King, D. W. (1996). Relationships of job and family  
 
involvement, family social support, and work-family conflict with job and life  
 
satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81(4), 411-120. 
 
Adger, W. N. (2000). Social and ecological resilience: Are they related? Progress in  
 
Human Geography, 24(3), 347-364. 
 
Ajzen, I. (1988). Attitudes, personality, and behavior. Chicago: Dorsey. 
 
Ajzen, I. (1991). The theory of planned behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human  
 
Decision Processes, 50(2), 179-211. 
 
Amato, P. R. (1993). Urban-rural differences in helping friends and family members.  
Social Psychology Quarterly, 56(4), 249-262. 
Arches, J. (1991). Social structure, burnout, and job satisfaction. Social Work, 36(3), 202- 
206. 
Ashforth, B. E., Kreiner, G. E., & Fugate, M. (2000). All in a day’s work: Boundaries  
and micro role transition. Academy of Management Review, 25(3), 472-491. 
Barling, J., MacEwen, K. E., Kelloway, E. K., & Higginbottom, S. F. (1994). Predictors  
and outcomes of elder-care based interrole conflict. Psychology and Aging, 9(3),  
391–397. 
Bartholomae, S., Fox, J. J., & McKenry, P. C. (2004). The legacy of welfare economic  
 
endowments or cultural characteristics? Journal of Family Issues, 25(6), 783-810. 
 
Bateman, T. S., & Porath, C. (2003). Transcendent behavior. In K. S. Cameron, J. E.  
Dutton, & R. E. Quinn, (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship. San  
  
 
  75
Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler.   
Bennett, R. J., & Robinson, S. L. (2000). Development of a measure of workplace  
 
deviance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(3), 349-360. 
 
Bolland, J. M., & McCallum, D. M. (2002). Neighboring and community mobilization in  
high-poverty inner-city neighborhoods. Urban Affairs Review, 38(1), 42–69. 
 
Bowen, G. L., Richman, J. M., & Bowen, N. K. (2000). School size and middle school  
 
students' perceptions of the school environment. Social Work in Education, 22(2),  
 
69-83. 
 
Brayfield, A. H., & Rothe, H. F. (1951). An index of job satisfaction. Journal of Applied  
Psychology, 35(5), 307-311. 
Breaugh, J. A., & Frye, N. F. (2007). An examination of the antecedents and  
 
consequences of the use of family-friendly benefits. Journal of Managerial  
 
Issues, 19(1), 35-55. 
 
Bromet, E. J., Dew, M. A., & Parkinson, D. K. (1990). Spillover between work and  
family. In J. Eckenrolde & S. Fore (Eds.), Stress between work and family. New  
York: Plenum Press. 
Brown, J. (2005). Addressing the stress of elder care: Behavioral health services can  
provide relief for caregivers. Employee Benefit Plan Review, 60(4), 11-13. 
Browne, M. W., & Cudek, R. (1993). Alternative ways of assessing model fit. In K.  
Bollen & J. S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models. Newbury Park,  
CA: Sage. 
Burud, S., & Tumolo, M. (2004). Leveraging the new human capital. Mountain View,  
CA: Davies-Black Publishing. 
  
 
  76
Caldwell, B. (1994). EAPS: Survey identifies uses and administration. Employee Benefit  
Plan Review, 49(6), 36-38. 
Cameron, K. S., Dutton, J. E., & Quinn, R.E. (2003). Foundations of positive  
organizational scholarship. In K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton, & R. E. Quinn, (Eds.),  
Positive organizational scholarship. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler.   
Cangemi, J., & Guttschalk, G. (1986). What employees really want from their jobs.  
Psychology: A Quarterly Journal of Human Behavior, 23(2-3), 57-61. 
Carlson, D. S., Kacmar, K. M, Wayne, J. H., & Grzywacz, J. G. (2006).  Measuring the  
 
positive side of the work-family interface: Development and validation of a work- 
 
family enrichment scale. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68(1), 131-164. 
 
Christiano, T. (1996). The rule of the many: Fundamental issues in democratic theory.  
 
Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 
 
Clary, E. G., Snyder, M., Ridge, R. D. (1992). A functional strategy for the recruitment,  
 
placement, and retention of volunteers. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 2,  
 
333-350.  
 
Clary, E. G., Snyder, M., & Stukas, A. A. (1996).Volunteer’s motivations: Findings from  
 
a national survey. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 25, 485-505.  
 
Cnaan, R., & Amrofell, L. (1994). Mapping volunteer activity. Nonprofit and Voluntary  
Sector Quarterly, 33, 335-54. 
Cohen, J. A. (1991). Managing tomorrow’s workforce today. Management Review, 80(1),  
17-21. 
Coverman, S. (1989). Role overload, role conflict, and stress: Addressing consequences  
 
of multiple role demands. Social Forces, 67(4), 965-982. 
  
 
  77
 
Crouter, A. C. (1984). Spillover from family to work: The neglected side of the work- 
family interface. Human Relations, 37(6), 425-442. 
Crowder, C., Hillsman, T., Balfour, S., & Morris, M. L. (2005). Telecommuting:  
Effective evaluation techniques for human resource professionals. Published  
Proceedings of the Academy of Human Resource Development Conference,  
February 2005. 
Daley, D. M. (1986). Humanistic management and organizational success: The effect of  
job and work environment characteristics on organizational effectiveness, public  
responsiveness, and job satisfaction. Public Personnel Management, 15(2), 131- 
142. 
Dawson, A. G., Miket, C. S., Lorenz, C. S., & King, J. (1984). An experimental study of  
the effects of employer-sponsored child care services on selected employee  
behaviors. Chicago: Foundation for Human Services Studies, Inc. 
Duxbury, L. E., & Higgins, C. A. (1991). Gender differences in work-family conflict.  
Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(1), 60-74. 
Edwards, J. E., & Rothbard, N. P. (2000). Mechanisms linking work and family.  
Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 178-199. 
Edwards, M. E. (2006). The role of husbands’ supportive communication practices in the  
lives of employed mothers. Marriage and Family Review, 40(4), 23-46. 
Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P., & Davis-LaMastro, V. (1990). Perceived organizational  
support, employee diligence, commitment, and innovation. Journal of Applied  
Psychology, 75(1), 51-59. 
  
 
  78
Ferguson, R. F., & Dickens, W. T. (1999). Introductions. In R. F. Ferguson & W. T.  
Dickens (Eds.), Urban problems and community development. Washington, D.C.:  
Brookings Institution Press. 
Freeman, R. (1997). Working for nothing: The supply of volunteer labor. Journal of  
Labor Economics 15(1), 140-167. 
Friedman, D. E. (1990). Work and family: The new strategic plan. Human Resource  
Planning, 13(2), 79-89. 
Friedman, S. D., & Galinsky, E. (1992). Work and family issues: A legitimate business  
concern. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), Work, families, and organizations. San Francisco:  
Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
Friedman, S. D. & Greenhaus, J. H. (2000). Allies or enemies? What happens when  
business professionals confront life choices. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Frone, M. R. (2003). Work-family balance. In J. C. Quick & L. E. Tetrick (Eds).  
Handbook of occupational health psychology, Washington, DC: American  
Psychological Association. 
Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1992). Prevalence of work-family conflict:  
Are work and family boundaries asymmetrically permeable? Journal of  
Organizational Behavior, 13(7), 701-711. 
Frone, M. R., & Yardley, J. K. (1996). Workplace family-supportive programs:  
Predictors of employed parents’ importance ratings. Journal of Occupational and  
Organizational Psychology, 69(4), 351-366. 
Frone, M. R., Yardley, J. K., & Markel, K. S. (1997). Developing and testing an  
integrative model of the work-family interface. Journal of Vocational Behavior,  
  
 
  79
50(2), 145-167. 
Galinsky, E. (1989). Child care and corporate productivity. Unpublished paper for the  
child care action campaign. Trenton, NJ: Resources for Child Care Management. 
Galinsky, E., Bond, J. T., & Friedman, D. E. (1993). Highlights: The national study of the  
 
changing workforce. New York: Families and Work Institute. 
 
Galinsky, E., Friedman, D. E., & Hernandez, C. A. (1991). The corporate reference  
guide to work–family programs. New York: Families and Work Institute. 
Gerber, N. (2005). Losing a life: A daughter's memoir of caregiving. Lanham, MD:  
Hamilton Books. 
Glass, J., & Camarigg, V. (1992). Gender, parenthood, and job family capatiblity.  
American Journal of Sociology, 98(1), 131-151. 
Glass, J., & Fujimoto, T. (1995).  Employer characteristics and the provision of family- 
friendly policies. Work and Occupations, 22(4), 380-411. 
Goode, W. J. (1960). A theory of role strain. American Sociological Review, 25(4), 483- 
496.   
Gordon, G. E., & Kelly, M. M. (1986). Telecommuting: How to make it work for you and  
your company. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Goudy, W. J. (1977). Evaluations of local attributes and community satisfaction in small  
towns. Rural Sociology, 42(3), 371-382. 
Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Source of conflict between work and family  
roles. Academy of Management Review, 10(1), 76-88. 
Greenhaus, J. H., & Parasuraman, S. (1994). Work-family conflict, social support, and  
well-being. In M. J. Davidson & R. J. Burke (Eds.) Women in management:  
  
 
  80
Current research issues. London: Chapman. 
Greenhaus, J. H., & Parasuraman, S. (1999). Research on work, family, and gender:  
Current status and future direction. In G. N. Powell (Ed.), Handbook of gender  
and work. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2006). When work and family are allies: A theory of  
work-family enrichment. Academy of Management Review, 31(1), 72-92. 
Grover, S. L., & Crooker, K. J. (1995). Who appreciates family-responsive human  
resource policies: The impact of family-friendly policies on the organizational  
attachment of parents and non-parents. Personnel Psychology, 48(2), 271-288. 
Grzywacz, J. G., & Bass, B. L. (2003).  Work, family, and mental health: Testing  
different models of work-family fit. Journal of Marriage and Family, 65(1), 248- 
62.  
Grzywacz, J. G., & Marks, N. F. (2000). Reconceptualizing the work-family interface:  
An ecological perspective on the correlates of positive and negative spillover  
between work and family. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 5(1), 111- 
26. 
Gundersen, D. E., Rozell,  E. J., & Kellogg, C. E. (1995). Family supportive  
organizational benefits as influences on entry level job preferences: An empirical 
analysis using a policy capturing methodology. Benefits Quarterly, 11(1), 58-68. 
Gutek, B. A., Searle, S., & Klepa, L. (1991). Rational verses gender role explanations for  
work-family conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(4), 560-568. 
Haar, J. M., & O’Driscoll, M. P. (2005). Exploring gender difference in employees  
attitudes toward work-family practices and use of work-family practices. Equal  
  
 
  81
Opportunities International, 24(3/4), 86-98. 
Haas, L. (1999). Families and work. In S. K. Steinmetz and G. W. Peterson (Eds.),  
Handbook of marriage and the family (2nd ed.). New York: Plenum. 
Haddock, S. A., Zimmerman, T. S., Ziemba, S. J., & Current, L. R. (2001).  Ten adaptive  
 
strategies for family and work balance: Advice from successful. Journal of  
 
Marital and Family Therapy, 27(4), 445-58. 
 
Hammonds, K. (1997). Case study: One company's delicate balancing act; At Baxter  
Export, employees and managers confront work-family chaos. Business Week,  
3544, 102. 
Hand, S., & Zawacki, R. A. (1994). Family-friendly benefits: More than a frill. HR  
Magazine, 39(10), 79-84. 
Hanson, T. L., McLanahan, S. S., & Thomson, E. (1998). Windows on Divorce: Before  
 
and after. Social Science Research 27(3), 329–349. 
 
Heller, D., Judge, T. A., & Watson, D. (2002). The confounding role of personality and  
 
trait affectivity in the relationship between job and life satisfaction. Journal of  
 
Organizational Behavior, 23(7), 815-835. 
 
Hiatt, D., Hargrave, G., & Palmetree, M. (1999). Effectiveness of job performance  
referral. Employee Assistance Quarterly, 14(4), 33-43. 
Higgins, J., & McAllaster, C. (2004). If you want strategic change, don't forget to  
 
change your cultural artifacts. Journal of Change Management, 4(1), 63-73. 
Hill, E. J., Ferris, M., & Martinson, V. (2003). Does it matter where you work? A  
comparison of how three work venues (traditional office, virtual office, and home  
office) influence aspects of work and personal/family life. Journal of Vocational  
  
 
  82
Behavior, 63(2), 220-241. 
Hill, E. J., Hawkins, A. J., & Miller, B. C. (1996). Work and family in the virtual office:  
Perceived influences of mobile telework. Family Relations, 45(3), 293-301. 
Holt, D. L. (1991). Family care services for a changing workforce. Journal of  
Compensation and Benefits, 6(4), 29-33. 
Homans, G. C. (1976). Fundamental processes of social exchange. In E.P. Hollander &  
R.G. Hunt (Eds.), Current perspectives in social psychology (4th ed.). New York:  
Oxford University Press. 
Hoyert, D. L., & Seltzer, M. M. (1992). Factors related to the well-being and life  
 
activities of family caregivers. Family Relations, 41(1), 74-81. 
 
Hoyle, R. H. (1995). The structural equation modeling approach: Basic concepts and  
fundamental issues. In R. H. Hoyle (Ed.), Structural equation modeling:  
Concepts, issues, and applications. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
Hu, L. & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure  
analysis: Conventionial criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation  
Modeling, 6(1), 1-55. 
Jacobs, J. A., & Gerson, K. (1996). Do Americans feel overworked? Comparing ideal and  
actual working time. In T. L. Parcel & D. B. Cornfield (Eds.), Work and family:  
Research in forming policy.  Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
James, L. R., Mulaik, S. A., & Brett, J. M. (1982). Conditions for confirmatory analysis  
 and causal inference. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Jenner, L. (1994). Large employers support the ‘‘benefit elite.’’ HR Focus, 71(5), 3. 
Joreskog, K. G., & Sorbom, D. (1993). LISREL VI: Analysis of linear structural  
  
 
  83
relationships by maximum likelihood and least square methods. Mooresville, IN:  
Scientific Software, Inc. 
Keene, J. R., & Reynolds, J. R. (2005). The job costs of family demands. Journal of  
Family Issues, 26(3), 275-299. 
Kelly, R. F., & Voyandoff, P. (1985). Work/family role strain among employed parents.  
Family Relations, 34(3), 367-374. 
Kim, J. L. S., & Ling, C. S. (2001). Work-family conflict of women entrepreneurs in  
 
Singapore. Women in Management Review, 16(5/6), 204-222. 
 
King, L. A., Mattimore, L. K., King, D. W., & Adams, G. A. (1995).Family support  
inventory for workers: A new measure of perceived social support from family  
members. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 16(3), 235-258. 
Kingston, P. W., & Nock, S. L. (1992). Couples' joint work status and community and  
social attachments. Social Science Quarterly, 73(4), 862-875. 
Kirchmeyer, C. (1995). Managing the work-nonwork boundary: An assessment of  
organizational responses. Human Relations, 48(5), 515-536. 
Kirrane, M., & Buckley, F. (2004). The influence of support relationships on work-family  
conflict: Differentiating emotional from instrumental support. Equal  
Opportunities International, 23(1/2), 78-96. 
Kline, R. B. (1998). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling. New York:  
The Guilford Press. 
Klute, M. M., Crouter, A. C., Sayer, A. G., & McHale, S. M. (2002). Occupational self- 
direction, values, and egalitarian relationships: A study of dual-earner couples.  
Journal of Marriage and Family, 64(1), 139-151. 
  
 
  84
Knoke, D., Bohrnstedt, G., & Mee, A. P. (2002). Statistics for social data analysis (4th  
ed.). Boston, MA: Thomson.   
Kofodimos, J. (1995). Beyond work-family programs: Confronting and resolving the  
underlying causes of work-personal life conflict. Greensboro, NC: Center for  
Creative Leadership. 
Kohn, M. L., & Schooler, C. (1982). Job conditions and personality: A longitudinal  
assessment of their reciprocal effects. American Journal of Sociology, 87(6),  
1257-1286. 
Kopelman, R. E., Greenhaus, J. H., & Connolly, T. F. (1983). A model of work, family,  
and interrole conflict: A construct validation study. Organizational Behavior and  
Human Performance, 32(2), 198-215. 
Kossek, E. E., & Ozeki, C. (1998). Work-family conflict, policies, and the job-life  
satisfaction relationship: A review and directions for organizational behavior –  
human resources research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 82(2), 139-149. 
Kretzmann, J. P., & McKnight, J. L. (1993). Building communities from the inside out.  
Evanston, IL: The Asset-Based Community Development Institute. 
Lambert, S. J. (1990). Processes linking work and family: A critical review and research  
agenda. Human Relations, 43(3), 239-257. 
Lambert, S. J. (1991). The combined effects of job and family characteristics on the job  
satisfaction, job involvement, and intrinsic motivation of men and women  
workers. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 12(4), 341-363. 
Lee, C. M., & Duxbury, L. (1998). Employed parents’ support from partners, employers,  
 
and friends. The Journal of Social Psychology, 138(3), 303-322. 
  
 
  85
 
Lee, H. W., & Liu, C. H. (2006) Determinants of the adjustment of expatriate managers  
 
to foreign countries: An empirical study.  International Journal of Management,  
 
23(2), 302-312. 
 
Levin, R. (1991). Employers address needs of the aged. Business and Health, 9(8), 72. 
Lobel, S. A. (1991). Allocation of investment in work and family roles: Alternative  
theories and implications for research. Academy of Management Review, 16(3),  
507-521. 
Loehlin, J. C. (2004). Latent variable models (4th ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum  
Associates, Publishers. 
MacDermid, S. M., & Williams, M. L. (1997). A within industry comparison of  
employed mothers’ experiences in small and large workplaces. Journal of Family  
Issues, 18(5), 545-566. 
Madsen, S. R. (2003). The effects of home-based teleworking on work-family conflict.  
Human Resource Development Quarterly, 14(1), 35-58. 
Marchese, M. C., Bassham, G., & Ryan, J. (2002). Work-family conflict: A virtue ethics  
analysis. Journal of Business Ethics, 40(2), 145-54. 
Marks, S. R. (1977). Multiple roles and role strain: Some notes on human energy,  
time, and commitment. American Sociological Review, 42(6), 921-936. 
Masi, D. A. (Ed.). (1992). The AMA handbook for developing employee assistance and  
counseling programs. New York: American Management Association. 
Mattessich, P., & Monsey, B. (1997). Community building: What makes it work. Saint  
Paul, MN: Amherst H. Wilder Foundation.  
  
 
  86
McBride, A. M. (2003). Asset ownership among low-income and low-wealth individuals:  
 
Opportunity, asset ownership, and civic engagement. Dissertation Abstracts  
 
International, 64, 3483. 
 
McElwain, A. K, Korabik, K., & Rosin, H. M. (2005).  An examination of gender  
differences in work-family conflict. Canadian Journal of Behavioural Science,  
37(4), 283-98. 
Menaghan, E. G., & Parcel, T. L. (1995). Social sources of change in children’s home  
environment: The effects of parental occupational experiences and family  
conditions. Journal of Marriage and Family, 57(1), 69-84. 
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (1997). Commitment in the workplace: Theory, research, and  
application. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
Miner, S., & Tolnay, S. (1998). Barriers to voluntary organization membership: An  
examination of race and cohort differences. The Journal of Gerontology, 53B(5),  
S241-S248. 
Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measure of organizational  
commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14(2), 224-247. 
Moen, P., & Yu, Y. (2000). Effective work/life strategies: Working couples, work  
conditions, gender, and life quality. Social Problems, 47(3), 291-326. 
Morf, M. (1989). The work/life dichotomy: Prospects for reintegrating people and jobs.  
New York: Quorum. 
Neal, M. B, Chapman, N. J., Ingersoll-Dayton, B., & Emlen, A. C. (1993). Balancing  
work and caregiving for children, adults, and elders. Newbury Park, CA:  
Sage. 
  
 
  87
Nelson, L., Ramsey, C. E., & Verner, C.. (1960). Community structure and change. New  
York: The MacMillan Company. 
Nippert-Eng, C.E. (1996), Home and work: Negotiating boundaries through everyday  
 
life. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press. 
 
Obst, P., & White, K. (2004). Revisiting the sense of community index: A confirmatory  
factory analysis . Journal of Community Psychology, 32(6), 691-705. 
Olson-Buchanon, J.B. and Boswell, W.R. (2006), “Blurring boundaries: correlates of  
integration and segmentation between work and nonwork”, Journal of Vocational  
 
Behavior, 68(3), 432-45. 
 
Osterman, P. (1995). Work/family programs and the employment relationship.  
Adminstrative Science Quarterly, 40(4), 681-701.  
Parks, C. P., & Straker, H. O. (1996). Community assets mapping: community health  
assessment with a different twist. Journal of Health Education, 27(5), 321. 
Perry-Jenkins, M., Repetti, R. L., & Crouter, A. C. (2000). Work and family in the 1990s.  
Journal of Marriage and the Family, 62(4), 981-998. 
Piotrkowski, C. S. (1979). Work and the family system. New York: Free Press. 
Poarch, M. T. (1998). Ties that bind: US suburban residents on the social and civic  
dimensions of work. Community, Work, and Family, 1(2), 125-147. 
Pratt, M. G. & Ashforth, B. E. (2003). Fostering meaningfulness in working and at work.  
In K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton, & R. E. Quinn, (Eds.), Positive organizational  
scholarship. San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler.   
Presser, H. B. (1994). Employment schedules among duel-earner spouses and the  
division of household labor by gender. American Sociological Review, 59(3), 348- 
  
 
  88
364. 
Ransom, C., Aschbacher, P., & Burud, S. (1989). The return in the child-care investment.  
The Personnel Administrator, 34(10), 54-59. 
Rapoport, R., Bailyn, L., Fletcher, J. K., & Pruitt, B. H. (2002). Beyond work-family  
balance: Advancing gender equity and workplace performance. San Francisco,  
CA : Jossey-Bass 
Roehling, P. V., Jarvis, L. H., & Swope, H. E. (2005). Variations in negative work-family  
 
spillover among while, balck, and Hispanic American men and women. Journal  
 
of Family Issues, 26(6), 840-865). 
 
Rossi, A. S. (2001). Domains and dimensions of social responsibility: A  
 
sociodemographic profile.  In A. S. Rossi (Ed.), Caring and doing for others:  
 
Social responsibility in the domains of family, work ,and community. Chicago:  
 
University of Chicago Press. 
 
Schachner, M. (1990). Crestar expands family care benefits. Business Insurance, 24(14),  
15. 
Scharlach, A. E., Lowe, B. F., & Schneider, E. L. (1991). Elder care and the work  
force: Blueprint for action. Lexington, Massachusetts: Lexington Books. 
Schwartz, F. N. (1992). Breaking with tradition: Women, work, and the new facts of life.  
New York: Warner Books, Inc. 
Schoen, R., Rogers, S. J., & Amato, P. R. (2006). Wives’ employment and spouses’  
 
marital happiness. Journal of Family Issues, 27(4), 506-528. 
 
Seligman, M. E. P. & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2000), Positive psychology: An  
introduction. American Psychologist, 55(1), 5-14. 
  
 
  89
Sher, M. L., & Fried, M. (1994). Child care options: A workplace initiative for the 21st  
century. Phoeniz, AZ: Oryx Press. 
Shinn, M., Wong, N. W., Simko, P. A., & Ortiz-Torres, B. (1989). Promoting the well- 
being of working parents: Coping, social supports, and flexible job schedules.  
American Journal of Community Psychology, 17(1), 31-55. 
Shore, L. M., & Tetrick, L. E. (1991). A construct validity study of the survey of  
perceived organizational support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(5), 637-643.  
Sieber, S. D. (1974). Toward a theory of role accumulation. American Sociological  
Review, 39(4), 567-578. 
Singh, P., Finn, D., & Goulet, L. (2004). Gender and job attitudes: A re-examination and  
extension. Women in Management Review, 19(7), 345-355. 
Society for Human Resource Management. (1992). Work and family survey report.  
Alexandria, VA: Author. 
Society for Human Resource Management. (2005). Benefits Survey. Alexandria, VA:  
Author. 
Sorcinelli, M. D., & Near, J. P. (1989). Relations between work and life away from work  
 
among university faculty. The Journal of Higher Education, 60(1), 59-81. 
 
Spector, P. E. (1992). Summated rating scale: An introduction. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Starrels, M. E. (1992). The evolution of workplace family policy research. Journal of  
Family Issues, 13(3), 259. 
Steffy, B. D., & Jones, J. W. (1988). The impact of family and career planning  
variables on the organizational, career, and community commitment of  
professional women. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 32(2), 196-212. 
  
 
  90
Stephens, G. K., & Sommer, S. M. (1996). The measurement of work to family conflict.  
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 56(3), 475-486. 
Stevens, J. (2001). Applied multivariate statistics for social sciences (4th ed.). Hillsdale,  
N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Publishers. 
Sucoff, C. A., & Upchurch, D. M. (1998). Neighborhood context and the risk of  
childbearing among metropolitan-are black adolescents. American Sociological  
Review, 63(4), 571-585. 
Sullivan, R. (2007). Building trust through governance: Lessons from tri-sector  
partnerships in extractive industries. The Journal of Corporate Citizenship, 25,  
55-76. 
Sweet, J. A., & Bumpass, L. L. (1988).  The design and content of the national survey of  
 
families and households.  Center for Demography and Ecology, University of  
 
Wisconsin-Madison, NSFH Working Paper #1. 
 
Sweet, S., Swisher, R., & Moen, P. (2005). Selecting and assessing the family-friendly  
community: Adaptive strategies of middle-class, dual-earner couples. Family  
Relations, 54(5), 596-607. 
Taniguchi, H. (2006). Men’s and women’s volunteering: Gender differences in the effects  
 
of employment and family characteristics. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector  
 
Quarterly, 35(1), 83-101. 
 
Taylor, R. D. (1996). Adolescences’ perceptions of kinship support and family  
management practices. Developmental Psychology, 32(4), 687-695. 
Tenbrunsel, A. E., Brett, J. M., Moaz, E., Stroh, L. K., & Reilly, A. H. (1995). Dynamic  
and static work-family relationships. Organizational Behavior and Human  
  
 
  91
Decision Processes, 63(3), 233-47. 
Thomas, L. T., & Ganster, D. C. (1995). Impact of family-supportive work variables on  
work-family conflict and strain: A control perspective. Journal of Applied  
Psychology, 80(1), 6-15. 
Thompson, A. (1993). Volunteers and their communities: A comparative analysis of  
firefighters. Nonprofit and Volunteer Sector Quarterly, 22(3), 155-66. 
Thompson, C. A., Beauvais, L. L., & Lyness, K. S.  (1999). When work–family benefits  
 
are not enough: The influence of work–family culture on benefit utilization,  
 
organizational attachment, and work–family conflict.  Journal of Vocational  
 
Behavior 54(3), 392–415. 
 
Thornbury, J. (2003). Creating a living culture: The challenges for business leaders.  
Corporate Governance, 3(2), 68-79. 
Torraco, R. J. (2005). Writing integrative literature reviews: Guidelines and examples.  
Human Resource Development Review 4(3), 356-367. 
Uhlendorff, H. (2000). Parent’s and childrens’ friendships networks. Journal of Family  
Issues, 21(2), 191-204. 
United States Bureau of the Census. (1998). Martial status and living arrangements.  
Current Populations Reports (Series P20-514). Washington, D.C.: U.S.  
Government Printing Office. 
United States Office of Personnel Management. (1992). Survey of federal employees,  
personnel systems, and oversight group office of systems innovation and  
simplification. Washington, D.C.: Author. 
Vanderkolk, B. S., & Young, A. A. (1991). The work and family revolution. New York:  
  
 
  92
Facts on File. 
Voydanoff, P. (1988). Work and family: A review and expanded conceptualization. In  
Goldsmith, E.B. (Ed.), Work and family: Theory, research, and applications.  
Newbury Park, CCA: Sage Publications. 
Voydanoff, P. (2001). Conceptualizing community in the context of work and family.  
Community, Work, & Family, 4(2), 133-156. 
Voydanoff, P. (2002). Linkages between the work-family interface and work, family, and  
individual outcomes. Journal of Family Issues, 23(1), 138-164. 
Voydanoff, P. (2004a). Implications of work and communities resources and demands for  
marital quality.  Community, Work, & Family, 7(3), 311-325. 
Voydanoff, P. (2004b). The effects of work and community resources and demands on  
family integration. Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 25(1), 7-23. 
Voydanoff, P. (2004c). The effects of work demands and resources on work-to-family  
conflict and facilitation. Journal of Marriage and Family, 66(2), 398-412. 
Voydanoff, P. (2005a). The differential salience of family and community demands and  
resources for family-to-work conflict and facilitation. Journal of Family and  
Economic Issues, 26(3), 395-417. 
Voydanoff, P. (2005b). The effects of community demands, resources, and strategies on  
the nature and consequences of the work-family interface: An agenda for further  
research. Family Relations, 54(5), 583-95.   
Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: Wiley. 
Wallen, J. (2002). Balancing work and family: The role of the workplace. Boston, MA:  
Allyn & Bacon. 
  
 
  93
Wakabayashi, C., & Donato, K. M. (2006). The consequences of care giving: Effects on  
women’s employment and earnings. Population Research and Policy Review,  
24(5), 467-488. 
Wayne, J. H., Grzywacz, J. G., Carlson, D. S., & Kacmar, K. M. (2007). Work-family  
facilitation: A theoretical explanation and model of primary antecedents and  
consequences. Human Resource Management Review, 17(3), 63-76. 
Wayne, J. H., Musisca, N., & Fleeson, W. (2004). Considering the role of personality in  
the work-family experience: Relationships of the big five to work-family conflict  
and facilitation. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 64(1), 108-130. 
Wiersma, U. J. (1990). Gender differences in job attribute preferences: Work-home role  
conflict and job level as mediating variable. Journal of Occupational Psychology,  
63(3), 231-243. 
Wilson, J., & Musick, M. (1997). Who cares? Toward an integrated theory on  
volunteer work. American Sociological Review, 62(5), 694-713. 
Wuthnow, R. (1998). Loose connections: Joining together in America’s fragmented  
communities. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 
Youngblood, S. A., & Chambers-Cook, L. (1984). Child care assistance can improve  
employee attitudes and behavior. Personnel Administrator, 29(2), 45-95. 
Zedeck, S., & Mosier, K. L. (1990).  Work in the family and employing organization.  
American Psychologist, 45(2), 240-251. 
Zigler, E. F., & Lang, M. E. (1991). Child care choices: Balancing the needs of children,  
families, and society. New York: Free Press. 
 
  
 
  94
APPENDIX A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
  95
This questionnaire will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.  When you 
are finished, click the submit button.   
 
Your response is vital to the success of this study.  Participation is; however, 
voluntary.  In order to ensure confidentiality, you are not asked to identify 
yourself on this questionnaire, and it is not coded in any way.  You may direct any 
questions you have regarding this questionnaire to Cindy Crowder at (812) 237-
2650. 
 
PLEASE COMPLETE BY MARCH 6, 2007.  THANK YOU FOR YOUR 
HELP! 
 
Employee Characteristics 
The following demographic information is needed to help with the statistical analysis of 
the results. 
 
1. What is your gender? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
 
2. What is your age? 
 
3. What is your marital status? 
a. Live-in partner 
b. Single, never married 
c. Single, divorced 
d. Single, widow 
e. Married but separated 
f. Married 
g. Remarried 
 
4. How many children do you currently have? 
 
5. How many sons? 
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6. What are the ages of the sons? 
 
7. How many daughters? 
 
8. What are the ages of the daughters? 
 
9. How many of your children live at home? 
 
10. What is your ethnicity? 
a. Caucasian 
b. African-American 
c. Asian-American 
d. Native American 
e. Hispanic/Latin American 
f. Other_____________________Describe 
 
11. In what type of dwelling are you now living?  Is it a(n): 
a. single detached home 
b. condominium 
c. apartment 
d. mobile home or trailer 
 
12.    Is this dwelling owned by a member of this household? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
 
13.   How many people live in this dwelling (including yourself)? 
 
14.   How long have you lived in this dwelling? 
a.  less that 6 months 
b.  6 months to less than 1 year 
c.  1 year to less than 3 years 
d.  3 years to less that 5 years 
e.  5 years to less than 10 years 
f.  10 years and over 
 
15. How long have you lived in this city or local community? Is it… 
a. Less than 1 year 
b. 1 year to less than 3 years 
c. 3 years to less than 5 years 
d. 5 years to less than 10 years 
e. 10 years or more 
 
16. What is your postal code (for your current address)?  _________________ 
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Employment Information 
 
1. What is your current employment status? 
a. Full-time 
b. Part-time 
c. Not employed 
 
2. Thinking about the location where you work, about how many people are employed 
there? 
a. less than 10 
b. 10-24 
c. 25-49 
d. 50-99 
e. 100-249 
f. 250-499 
g. 500-999 
h. 1000 or more 
 
3. Does your employer operate in more than one location? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
 
4. Which of the following best describes your work schedule? 
a. Regular morning time schedule or shift 
b. Regular afternoon schedule or shift 
c. Regular graveyard schedule or shift 
 
5. What kind of shift is this? 
a. No rotation 
b. Rotating forward (morning to afternoon, afternoon to graveyard, etc.) 
c. Rotating backward (graveyard to morning, afternoon to graveyard, etc.) 
d. Split shift 
e. Variable, according to my employer’s needs 
f. Flexible, according to my own choice 
g. Other 
 
6. In a given month, how often does this rotation occur? 
 
7.  In an average week, including weekends, how many hours do you devote to your 
work responsibilities? 
  
8. In an average week, including weekends, how many hours do you devote to your 
family responsibilities? 
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9.  In an average week, including weekends, how many hours do you devote to your 
community involvement responsibilities? 
 
 
 
Spouse/Partner Information 
 
1. What is your spouse/partner’s current employment status? 
a. Full-time 
b. Part-time 
c. Not employed 
 
2. Which of the following best describes your spouse/partner’s work schedule? 
a. Regular morning time schedule or shift 
b. Regular afternoon schedule or shift 
c. Regular graveyard schedule or shift 
 
3. What kind of shift is this? 
a. No rotation 
b. Rotating forward (morning to afternoon, afternoon to graveyard, etc.) 
c. Rotating backward (graveyard to morning, afternoon to graveyard, etc.) 
d. Split shift 
e. Variable, according to my employer’s needs 
f. Flexible, according to my own choice 
g. Other 
 
4. In a given month, how often does this rotation occur? 
 
5. In an average week, including weekends, how many hours does your spouse/partner 
devote to work responsibilities? 
 
6. In an average week, including weekends, how many hours does your spouse/partner 
devote to family responsibilities? 
 
7. In an average week, including weekends, how many hours does your spouse/partner 
devote to community involvement responsibilities? 
 
 
Community Involvement 
 
1. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is no interest and 5 is extremely interested, how 
interested are you in doing community or volunteer work? 
No         Moderately  Extremely 
           interest          interested   interested 
 
              ◘       ◘           ◘ ◘              ◘ 
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2. In the past year, have you done community or volunteer work? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
 
3. In the past year, how often did you participate in volunteer or community service 
activities? 
a. One-time thing 
b. Several times per year 
c. Once a month 
d. Several times per month 
e. Once a week or more 
 
4. Over the past 5 years, would you say that your involvement in organizations has: 
a. increased 
b. decreased 
c. stayed the same 
 
5. How many volunteer or community organizations do you belong to? 
 
6. In the past 12 months, were you a member or participant in:  
          Yes No 
a. A union or professional association?    ◘ ◘ 
b. A political party or group?       ◘ ◘ 
c. A sports or recreation organization (such as a hockey  
league, health club, golf club)?      ◘ ◘ 
d. A cultural, ethnic, or hobby organization (such as a  
theater group, nationality group, book club, or bridge club)?  ◘ ◘ 
e. A religious-affiliated group (such as a church youth  
    group, choir)?       ◘ ◘ 
f. A school group, neighborhood, civic or community association  
(such as a PTA, block parents, neighborhood watch)?  ◘ ◘ 
g. A service club or fraternal organization (such as Kiwanis, Knights  
of Columbus, or Legion)?       ◘ ◘ 
h. A veteran’s group?       ◘ ◘ 
i. An academic/educational group (such as alumni association,  
fraternity or sorority, etc)?      ◘ ◘ 
j. Any other type of organization that is not mentioned?   ◘ ◘ 
 
7. How often do you attend religious services? 
a. Never 
b. Hardly ever, except holidays 
c. Less than once a month 
d. About once a month 
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e. 2-3 times a month 
f. Once a week 
g. More than once a week 
 
8. Do your children participate in any groups or activities to which you also give your 
time, such as sports clubs, service organizations or performance activities?  
a. Yes 
b. No 
c. No children 
 
9. How many hours per week do you spend on these activities with your children?  
 
10. Do you or have you done any volunteer work with your spouse/partner? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
 
11. On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is “not desirable at all” and 5 means “extremely 
desirable,” how desirable is it for you to volunteer with your spouse/partner?  
        Not         Moderately  Extremely 
              desirable                desirable   desirable 
  ◘      ◘            ◘     ◘        ◘ 
 
12. In the past 12 months, have you done any of the following activities:   
          Yes No 
a. Participated in raising money for charities, including  
 churches, schools, and universities?     ◘ ◘ 
b. Worked with children and youth?     ◘ ◘ 
c. Worked with the elderly?      ◘ ◘ 
d. Volunteered at a hospital or medical facility?   ◘ ◘ 
e. Worked with homeless or poor people?    ◘ ◘ 
f. Worked for a political campaign or cause?    ◘ ◘ 
g. Worked with a group involved in local issues in the  
community?        ◘ ◘ 
h. Attended a public meeting (such as school board, city  
council, etc)?        ◘ ◘ 
i. Participated in a demonstration or march?    ◘ ◘ 
 
 
Availability and Utilization of Family-Friendly Work Programs and Benefits 
The next questions are about benefits you have from your employer.  
 
1. Using the following sets of possible responses, please indicate whether or not the 
following programs/benefits are AVAILABLE and how USEFUL each has been to 
you within the last year.  If the program/benefit is not available, you will be directed 
to the next section (not supplying an answer to the usefulness of the item). 
  
 
 
AVAILABILITY    USEFULNESS 
0 = Not Available   0 = Not Useful at all 
1 = Available, but not used it  1 = Somewhat useful 
2 = Available and used it.   2 = Extremely useful 
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a. Parental/family leave with pay     
b. Personal leave       
c. Flex time (i.e. the ability to choose or arrange a 
regular work week)       
d. Telecommuting or the ability to work at home for  
some portion of your work time      
e. Referral services for child care     
f. Information, seminars, or other assistance on  
parenting    
g. A child care center at your location      
h. Information, seminars, or other assistance for the  
disabled or elder caregiving        
i. Wellness program/workout facilities      
j. Employee assistance program (EAP)     
k. Pretax spending account          
Availability Usefulness
 
0     1      2    
0     1      2    
 
0     1      2    
 
0     1      2    
0     1      2    
0     1      2    
0     1      2    
 
0     1      2    
0     1      2    
0     1      2    
0    1      2    
 
0     1      2   
0     1      2   
 
0     1      2   
 
0     1      2   
0     1      2   
0     1      2   
0     1      2   
 
0     1      2   
0     1      2   
0     1      2   
0     1      2   
 
 
 
Community Resources 
1. Below are seven programs or services that may be available in your community.  
Using the following sets of possible responses, please indicate whether or not the 
following programs/benefits are AVAILABLE and how USEFUL each has been to 
you within the last year.  If the program/benefit is not available, you will be directed 
to the next section (not supplying an answer to the usefulness of the item). 
 
AVAILABILITY    USEFULNESS 
0 = Not Available   0 = Not Useful at all 
1 = Available, but not used it  1 = Some what useful 
2 = Available and used it   2 = Extremely useful 
 
 
 
Available Usefulness 0      1      2     0      1      2     
0      1      2     
0      1      2     
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a. Day care    
b. Support groups (AA, MADD)   
c. After-school programs    
d. Religious education for children   
e. Counseling for drug or alcohol abuse   
f. Programs for divorced people or single  
 parents 
g. Family or marital counseling     
 
 
2. On a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being extremely “family-unfriendly” and 5 being 
extremely “family-friendly,” how “family-friendly” how would you rate your 
community? 
 
Extremely        Moderately  Extremely 
unfriendly          friendly  friendly 
     1         2            3     4     5 
          ◘         ◘            ◘     ◘     ◘ 
 
3. The religious congregations in my community are not welcoming and friendly. 
Strongly disagree         Mixed         Strongly agree 
1  2       3  4      5 
  ◘  ◘       ◘  ◘      ◘ 
 
4. How would you describe your sense of belonging to your local community?  Would 
you say it is: 
Very weak      Mixed  Very strong 
1  2       3  4      5 
  ◘  ◘       ◘  ◘      ◘ 
 
5. Referring to your immediate neighborhood, would you say that you know: 
 
a.   Most of the people in your neighborhood 
b.   Many of the people in your neighborhood 
c.   A few people in your neighborhood 
d.   No one else in your neighborhood 
 
6. Would you say this neighborhood is place where neighbors help each other? 
a.  Yes 
b.  No 
 
7. In the past year, have any of your neighbors done a favor for you?  
a.  Yes 
b.  No 
 
0      1      2     
0      1      2     
0      1      2     
 
0      1      2     
0      1      2     
0      1      2     
0      1      2     
0      1      2     
 
0      1      2     
0      1      2     
  
 
8. Below are thirteen resources that may be available in your community.  Using the 
following sets of possible responses, please indicate whether or not the following 
resources are AVAILABLE and how USEFUL each has been to you within the last 
year.  If the resource is not available, you will be directed to the next section (not 
supplying an answer to the usefulness of the item). 
 
AVAILABILITY    USEFULNESS 
0 = Not Available    0 = Not Useful at all 
1 = Available, but not used it   1 = Somewhat useful 
2 = Available and used it.    2 = Extremely useful 
 
 
 
a. Recreational Opportunities 
b. Educational Opportunities 
c. Cultural Opportunities   Availability Usefulness 
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0       1      2     
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1     2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
0        1      2      
d. Youth-oriented organizations  
e. Family-oriented activities   
f. Places of Worship    
g. Public Safety    
h. Shopping and Dining   
i. Community Organizations  
j. Human Services    
k. Transportation and Infrastructure  
l. Elder Services     
m. Health Care System    
  
 
 
 
Enrichment 
 
To respond to the items that follow, insert each item into the sentence where indicated.  
Then indicate your agreement with the entire statement using the scale provided below.   
 
Please note that in order for you to strongly agree (4 or 5) with an item, you must agree 
with the full statement.  Take for example the first statement: 
  
My involvement in my work helps me understand different viewpoints and this 
helps me be a better family member. 
 
To strongly agree, you would need to agree that (1) your work involvement helps you to 
understand different viewpoints AND (2) that these different viewpoints transfer to home 
making you a better family member. 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
My involvement in my work __________________. 
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1. Helps me to understand different  
 viewpoints and this helps me be  
 a better family member.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. Helps me to gain knowledge and  
 this helps me be a better family member. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. Helps me acquire skills and this helps  
 me be a better family member.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a  
better family member.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. Makes me feel happy and helps me be a better  
family member.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better  
family member.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
7. Helps me feel personally fulfilled and this helps  
me be a better family member.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
8. Provides me with a sense of accomplishment and  
this helps me be a better family member. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
9. Provides me with a sense of success and this helps  
me be a better family member.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
 
 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
My involvement in my community __________________. 
 
1. Helps me to understand different viewpoints and  
this helps me be a better family member. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be  
a better family member.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a 
better family member.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a  
better family member.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. Makes me feel happy and helps me be a better  
 family member.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better  
 family member.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
7. Helps me feel personally fulfilled and this helps  
 me be a better family member.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
8. Provides me with a sense of accomplishment and  
 this helps me be a better family member. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
9. Provides me with a sense of success and this helps  
 me be a better family member.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘  
 
 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
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My involvement with my family ________________. 
1. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me  
be a better worker.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a  
better worker.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. Helps me expand my knowledge of new things  
and this helps me be a better worker. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be  
a better worker.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. Makes me feel happy and helps me be a better  
worker.     ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better  
worker.     ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
7. Requires me to avoid wasting time at work and  
this helps me be a better worker.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
8. Encourages me to use my work time in a focused  
manner and this helps me be a better  
worker.     ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
9. Causes me to be more focused at work and this  
helps me be a better worker.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
 
 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
My involvement with my community___________. 
1. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me  
be a better worker.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a  
better worker.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. Helps me expand my knowledge of new things  
and this helps me be a better worker. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be  
a better worker.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. Makes me feel happy and helps me be a better  
worker.     ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better  
worker.     ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
7. Requires me to avoid wasting time at work and  
this helps me be a better worker.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
8. Encourages me to use my work time in a focused  
manner and this helps me be a better  
worker.     ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
9. Causes me to be more focused at work and this  
helps me be a better worker.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
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Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
My involvement in my work __________________. 
 
1. Helps me to understand different viewpoints and  
 this helps me be more involved in my 
 community.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be  
 more involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be  
 more involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a  
more involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. Makes me feel happy and helps me be more 
involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be more 
involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
7. Helps me feel personally fulfilled and this helps  
me be more involved in my community. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
8. Provides me with a sense of accomplishment and  
this helps me be more involved in my  
community.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
9. Provides me with a sense of success and this helps  
me be more involved in my community. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
 
 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
My involvement with my family ________________. 
1. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me  
be more involved in my community. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be  
more involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. Helps me expand my knowledge of new things  
and this helps me be more involved in  
my community.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be  
more involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. Makes me feel happy and helps me be more 
involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be more  
involved in my community.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
7. Requires me to avoid wasting time and this helps 
me be more involved in my community. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
8. Encourages me to use my time in a focused manner 
and this helps me be more involved in  
my community.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
9. Causes me to be more focused and this helps 
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me be more involved in my community. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
Family Support 
Below are three statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1 – 5 scale 
below, indicate your agreement/disagreement with each item.  
 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
Instrumental 
1. My family members burden me with things that  
they should be able to handle on their own.◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. My family members give me too much responsibility  
for household repairs and maintenance. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. If I had to go out of town for my job, my family  
would have a hard time managing household  
responsibilities.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. It seems as if my family members are always  
demanding me to do something for them.◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. *Someone in my family helps me out by running  
errands when necessary.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
6. *Members of my family help me with routine  
household tasks.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
7. *If my job gets very demanding, someone in my  
family will take on extra household  
responsibilities.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
8. *When I’m having a difficult week at my job, my  
family members try to do more of the work  
around the house.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
 
 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
 
Emotional  
1. *Members of my family always seem to make time  
for me if I need to discuss my work. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. *When I succeed at work, members of my family  
show that they are proud of me.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. *Someone in my family asks me regularly about my  
work day.     ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. I have difficulty discussing work-related activities  
with members of my family.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. *When something at work is bothering me, members  
of my family show that they understand how I am 
feeling.     ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
6. *If I have a problem at work, I usually share it with  
my family members.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
7. *Members of my family want me to  
 enjoy my job.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
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8. *I feel comfortable asking members of my family  
advice about a problem situation at  
work.      ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
 
 
 
Employer Support for Family 
Below are three statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1 – 5 scale 
below, indicate your agreement/disagreement with each item.  
 
     Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
1. The level of commitment  
 expected by my organization  
 requires that employees choose  
 between advancing their careers  
 and devoting time to their families. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
2. My organization is understanding  
 when employees have a hard time  
 juggling work and family  
 responsibilities.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
3. Career advancement is jeopardized  
 if employees do not accept  
 assignments because of their family  
 responsibilities.   ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
4. My organization has a satisfactory  
 leave policy.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
5. My organization allows for  
 flexibility in work scheduling. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
 
 
 
Job Satisfaction 
Below are five statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1 – 5 scale 
below, indicate your agreement/disagreement with each item.  
 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
a. I definitely dislike my job.  ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
b. I like my job better than the  
 average worker does.       ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
c. Most days I am enthusiastic  
 about my job.    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
d. I find real enjoyment in my job. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
e. I am very satisfied with my job. ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
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Family Satisfaction 
Below are three statements with which you may agree or disagree. Using the 1 – 5 scale 
below, indicate your agreement/disagreement with each item. The word “family” refers 
to the following family roles that pertain to you including being a parent, being a 
spouse/partner, and/or your overall home life. 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
 
a. Overall, I am happy with my  
family life    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
b. I frequently think I would like  
 to change my family situation ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
c. Generally speaking, I am very 
satisfied with my family life ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
 
 
 
Community Satisfaction 
Below are three items that pertain to your community. Using the 1 – 5 scale below, 
indicate your satisfaction /dissatisfaction or agreement/disagreement with each item.  
 
Very unsatisfied             Very satisfied 
a. How satisfied are you  
with your community as a  
place to live    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
b. How satisfied are you with the  
quality of life in your community ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
 
Strongly disagree             Strongly Agree 
c. This community is an ideal  
place to live    ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ ◘ 
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